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Abstract
The purpose of this research was to understand how refugee and Jordanian adolescents
perceive safety by answering the following three questions: 1) How do adolescents in host
communities define safety? 2) How do they perceive the safety of their community? 3) What is
being done, within their communities, to address the safety needs of adolescents? By answering
these questions, this research aimed to increase the understanding of how safety should be
defined, assessed, and addressed in regards to adolescents living in Jordanian host communities.
Due to resources limitations, this research was only conducted with Syrian adolescents refugees.
Four interviews were conducted at a housing community in Baqa’a and twenty surveys were
conducted in a housing community run by Al Takaful Charity in Ramtha. This research resulted
in a number of findings regarding participants’ experiences of safety within their community.
The most notable are: many participants had poor access to extracurricular programming, felt
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unsafe in their community or felt that their community was divided, and had little knowledge of
or confidence in conflict prevention and resolution programs in their community. Additionally,
while all participants gave a definition of safety that was focused on freedom from danger and
and safe access to basic resources, a majority of participants agreed that social cohesion was a
component of safety. This finding suggest that further research should be done to gain a better
understanding of the role that social cohesion plays in individuals perceptions of safety and to
determine whether a more comprehensive definition of safety needs to be use in safety and
protection assessments conducted by humanitarian agencies working with adolescents in Jordan.

Key Words:
Peace & Social Justice, Mental Health, Public Health, Social Sciences: General, Psychology:
General

Introduction
At the point of writing, the UNHCR has registered 654,141 refugees in Jordan, a
population consisting primarily of Syrian refugees, but also including individuals of Iraqi,
Sudanese, Somali, and other origins (UNHCR, 2015). This great number does not include the
large number of unregistered refugees and people of concern also residing in Jordan, some of
whom were interviewed for this study. The UNHCR states that it’s foremost priority in Jordan is
ensuring “that Jordan's largely favorable protection environment is maintained in 2015”
(UNHCR, 2015). In other words, the UNHCR and its partner organizations are primarily
concerned with ensuring that refugees and nonrefugees in Jordan can live free of fear and free of

5

want. Guaranteeing this human right, it essence, means ensuring that all individuals feel safe and
truly are safe.
This research was designed after a review of assessments conducted by IOs and NGOs
with both camp and noncamp refugees in Jordan indicated that holes may exist in the way that
the humanitarian community is evaluating safety. In the assessments reviewed, safety (often
referred to as protection) was often narrowly defined as freedom from physical or emotional
harm, and only occasionally as freedom from want, a minimum standards definition of safety1.
Many of the the assessments did not seems to assess refugees’ experiences with factors of social
cohesion at all, while others only evaluated these topics as something separate from safety. This
siloed evaluation neglects to recognize the role that social cohesion (i.e., membership, inclusion,
and integration) plays in community safety.
Evidence shows that breakdowns in social cohesion are often both a cause and effect of
increasing levels of community insecurity (Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery, 2009).
Failing to recognize this intersectionality limits refugees, humanitarian workers, and
governments from responding to safety needs in a comprehensive, efficient and effective
manner. While this seems like a glaring hole, it is, of course, plausible that such a comprehensive
definition is not warranted because, for one reason or another, social cohesion does not impact
refugees’ perceptions of safety. This research, was subsequently designed to see if this is this
case. It was also noted that few assessments specifically assessed adolescents’ perceptions of
safety. Instead, adolescents were often considered “youth” or “young adults” despite their unique
developmental stage that differentiates them from other members of these groups.
1

“Minimum standards of safety” is a term referring to a definition of safety focused on factors that present a direct
and immediate threat to life or physical wellbeing. Refer to “Terms” on page 7 for a complete definition.
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The purpose of this research, therefore, was to understand how refugee and Jordanian
adolescents perceive safety. This was to be done by answering the following three questions: 1)
How do adolescents in host communities define safety? 2) How do they perceive the safety of
their community? 3) What is being done, within their communities, to address the safety needs of
adolescents? By answering these questions, this research aimed to clarify whether a minimum
standards of safety definition was sufficient for assessing the safety of adolescents living in
Jordan.
While the topic of comprehensive safety is pertinent to refugee adolescents living in
camps and living in host communities, this research exclusively focused on adolescents in host
communities. This decision was made for two reasons. First, due to current security protocols, it
is very difficult to gain access to refugee camps to conduct research, particularly within the short
time period in which this research was conducted. Second, the presence of nonrefugee
individual in host communities introduces a number of additional variables to the safety of the
community. The presence of nonrefugee and refugee individuals (likely of different
nationalities) means that social cohesion may be difficult and integration a greater concern. This,
theoretically, would increase feelings of insecurity, which would impact both refugee and
nonrefugee populations, likely in differing ways. Because of the increased complexity of the
safety situation in host communities, focusing on host communities seemed more pertinent.
Interviews and surveys were designed to be conducted with adolescent Jordanians and
adolescent refugees living in Jordanian host communities. Due to various obstacles, data was
only gathered from Syrian adolescents. Four interviews were conducted at a housing community
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in Baqa’a and twenty surveys were conducted in Ramtha, at a housing community run by Al
Takaful Charity.

Terms:
Adolescents
: youth between the ages of 13 and 17.
Minimum standards of safety (MSS)
: this is a basic definition which defines safety as freedom
from physical danger and freedom from want. It can also be phrased as freedom from those
things which create an immediate and direct threat to life (gunshots, inaccessible food and water,
threats of physical assault, etc.). This definition was created by the researcher for its specific use
in this project.
Safety
: freedom from physical and emotional danger, freedom from persecution, bullying, and
harassment, freedom from want, as well as having a strong, positive experience of social
cohesion.
Social cohesion:
the presence of the following within one’s community; bridging relationships,
access to resources that reflect one’s culture, identity, and ethnicity; opportunities for
empowerment and community participation; sense of community belonging.
UNDP
: United Nations Development Program
UNHCR
: United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees
UNICEF
: United Nation’s Children's Fund
WFP: 
United Nations World Food Programme

Literature Review
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Intersectionality of safety and social cohesion
The UNDP identified “enhancing community security and social cohesion” as one of its
outcomes under its 20082013 Strategic Plan, in recognition of the need to globally address these
two concerns in an integrated faction. As part of their approach, the UNDP recognized that
breakdowns in social cohesion can be both a cause and a consequence of increasing insecurity
within communities. Social cohesion consists of two core dimensions; the reduction of social
disparities, inequalities, and social exclusion and the strengthening of social relationships,
specifically bridging relationships. Both of these dimensions play an integral role in the safety
and security of communities. Income inequality is found to be strongly correlated to rates of
violence, more so than absolute poverty rates. Inequitable opportunities for empowerment and
voice have also been linked with increased insecurity, particularly in instances where alternative
opportunities for empowerment, such as involvement with gangs, organized crime and extremist
groups are available. Social exclusion and inequality increase the insecurity felt by
disadvantaged populations, and subsequently may lead those disadvantaged groups, with few
alternative means of recourse, to take action that may negatively impact the security of other
populations within the community. (Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery, 2009)
Just as a lack of social equity and inclusion enhances community insecurity, so does a
lack of social relationships and social capital. Factors of social capital include bridging social
networks, opportunities for social empowerment, responsiveness of local institutions, social
membership (including a sense of shared past, present, and future), and a tolerance and respect
for diversity, both individually and institutionally. The more social capital that exists between
community members and the more responsive institutions are to communities, the more likely
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communities are to possess the mechanisms required to address conflict before it turns violent
(Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery, 2009). A greater sense of community may also
provide individuals with a stronger sense of control when addressing external threats (McMillan,
1986). Social cohesion, therefore, not only impacts absolute measures of safety, but also
influences individuals’ subjective experiences and perceptions of community safety.
Why adolescents?
For this research, adolescents are considered those youth between the ages of 13 and 17.
As codified by the Convention on the Rights of the Child, adolescents have the same rights as
younger children. However, due to their more vulnerable and dependent nature, younger children
are often given priority when it comes to allocating aid and development resources, both
nationally and internationally. While this is understandable, it is important that a concerted effort
is made to ensure that the needs of adolescents are being addressed and their rights are being
upheld. Adolescence is a period in which social disparities often become more apparent and
social inequalities are easily perpetuated across generations. Investing in adolescents, therefore,
is an important step in addressing social inequities, which impact all ages groups (UNICEF,
2011).
Among the multitude of risks and needs specific to adolescents is adolescents’ increased
likelihood to be impacted by violence. Males between 15 and 24 are the the most likely to be the
victims and perpetrators of armed violence in most countries. This is particularly evident in
societies where youth have little opportunity for personal empowerment in family and
community settings, such as in strongly hierarchical or patriarchal societies, which could easily

be argued are characteristics of Jordanian society.
With limited opportunities for positive youth

10

empowerment, such as civic engagement, youth are more likely to turn to other sources of
empowerment such as participation in gangs or fundamentalist activities. (Bureau for Crisis
Prevention and Recovery, 2009)
Article 12 of the Convention on the State of the World’s Children recognizes youths’
right to express their views in all matters pertaining to themselves and for their opinions to be
given weight accordingly. Unfortunately, adolescents are often denied the ability to not only
voice their opinion, but to have their opinion taken seriously. This occurs while government
employees, humanitarian workers, teachers, parents (all otherwise referred to as adults) make
decisions on topics that often specifically and exclusively affect youth. This neglect for
adolescents’ right to participation partially results from the belief that adolescents are at at
different developmental stage and are therefore not able or ready to be involved in such
impactful decisions. However, this different developmental stage means that adolescents
experience their daily lives in a manner very different from both adults and younger children.
Ideally, the daily life of an adolescent is structured differently than that of an adult
because the youth spends a significant part of their day at school rather than at work or at home.
Compounded with time spent with peers, in extracurricular programs, doing homework, and
performing different household responsibilities, the structure of an adolescent’s day is typically
very different than an adult's. However, between inaccessible education, child marriages, early
pregnancies, participation in armed conflict, and part or full time employment, to name a few,
many adolescents do have the daily responsibilities of adults. Even so, differences in hormone
balances, riskreward processing, social status, and life experience, among other things, means
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that even those youth with adult responsibilities are still likely to experience their days
differently than adults do.
Because of these innate difference in daily life, adolescents will experience those factors
which affect their safety in a manner different than adults. Therefor, it cannot be assumed that
adults’ experiences of safety are representative of adolescents’ experiences. In a similar vein, the
developmental differences between younger children and adolescents means that youth
experiences cannot be considered one collective experience. Despite their right to participation,
the fact that they are more likely to be impacted by violence, their differing daily experiences,
and the fact that investment in adolescents is such a key access point for addressing social
inequities, few safety assessments seem to specifically consider the unique experience of
adolescents. This lack of disaggregated data suggests a hole in the current understanding of
safety perceptions among refugees and their Jordanian community members. This research was
specifically design to be conducted with adolescents in order to fill that hole.
Evaluation of current assessments
The assessments that have been conducted by humanitarian agencies until this point have
undoubtedly contributed to the improvement of the status of refugees in Jordan. However, there
is still room for improvement, both for refugees’ situations and for the assessments themselves.
For example, of ten assessments reviewed, only three of them specifically disaggregated data for
adolescents (UNHCR et. al, 2014; UNICEF, 2013; UNICEF et. al, 2014). Two of the
assessments desegregated data by separating “boys and girls” from “women and men” (UNHCR,
2013; SGBV SubWorking Group, 2014). One also referred to “youth” but did not specify the
age cutoff between “youth” and “adults” (UNHCR, 2012). Two others distinguished “young
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adults” as a unique demographic, one of which categorized a young adult as an individual under
the age of 30, without providing a minimum age (Mercy Corp, 2013; REACH: Syrian Refugees,
2014).
In many of these assessments, safety was addressed under the topic of protection. What
each report included in their protection assessment varied, but never extended beyond an MSS
definition. In a joint assessment conducted by UNHCR, UNICEF, and WFP, the protection
assessment addressed concerns relating to sexual and gender based violence, child protection,
and access to essential services. The child protection section addressed child labor,
unaccompanied and separated children, physical violence, recruitment to armed groups, and
being tried in criminal court (UNHCR et. al, 2014). In a joint assessment conducted by the IMC
and UNICEF, adolescents’ perceptions of safety were gauged by asking participants whether
they felt scared of kidnapping, felt sacred walking alone, had witness hitting, had been bullied or
teased, had seen looting, or had seen families fighting one another. While this assessment was at
least specifically focusing on adolescents’ perceptions, safety was clearly defined from a very
basic, MSS point of view. In their discussion of women and girl’s safe spaces, one report even
stated that, “the word ‘safe’ in this context refers to the absence of of trauma, excessive stress,
violence (or fear of violence) or abuse” (SGBV SubWorking Group, 2014).
Under the protection section of their website, UNICEF specifically states states that “all
children have the right to be protected from violence, exploitation, and abuse” (UNICEF, 2015).
UNICEF addresses social inclusion as a separate topic. In their protection section, Save the
Children explains that “an important part of all of Save the Children’s child protection work... is
the participation and leadership of children themselves”, which they follow up by saying “we
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actively support child clubs and other childled activities to educate children on how to protect
themselves, and empower them to call for action in their communities” (Save the Children,
2015). This hints at the link between youth empowerment and youth safety, but does not make
the full connection between safety and social cohesion.
Another assessment conducted by UNICEF specified key challenges for protection as
increased domestic violence, heightened fear of sexual harassment and sexual violence,
separation of children from their families, and exclusion from services for femaleheaded
households and Syrians with disabilities (UNICEF, 2013). This assessment did recognize
specific challenges that adolescents face, such as access to age specific programing and
exclusion from camp planning processes. However, no reference was made to a connection
between these challenges and safety, and adolescents’ challenges were mentioned separately
from protection concerns.
One assessment mentioned the “crosscutting nature of social cohesion” (REACH:
Understanding Social Cohesion, 2014) and another recognized the role that bridging
communities could play in addressing underlying tensions that could escalate to violence (Mercy
Corp, 2013). Outside of these two references, none of the articles indicated an awareness about
the interconnected nature of social cohesion and safety.
Argument against a purposefully narrow assessment of safety
Without personally interviewing the designer of each assessment, it was difficult to
conclude why an comprehensive approach to safety is lacking. It is possible that decisions were
made to assess safety from such narrowed viewpoints based on previous knowledge that social
cohesion based factors do not play a strong role in perception of safety among the populations
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interviewed. Because refugees are fleeing large sources of insecurity, such as persecution and
severe physical and emotional harm, factors beyond an MSS definition may be seen as relatively
less impactful or of less concern to refugees and thus are not evaluated.
Such an argument seems questionable for a number of reason. First, no literature was
found to support evaluating refugee safety with such a narrowed or MSS definition. Second,
refugees’ presence in host countries impacts the nonrefugee individuals who also live in those
communities. If the argument posed above were true, safety concerns beyond MSS would still be
of concern for nonrefugee individuals living within these host communities. Therefor, these
nonrefugee individuals would still be impacted by a lack or breakdown of social cohesion.
Social cohesion factors would therefore, continue to be in play, and should subsequently be
included in assessments. Third, there are currently initiatives being made in Jordan to increase
social cohesion, specifically because it is seen as a way to address tensions in host community
which have potential for escalation (Mercy Corp, 2013). If this argument for a MSS definition
was correct, it would question the need for such initiatives and invalidate the seemingly effective
work being conducted by highly regarded organizations such as UNICEF and Mercy Corp.
One could argue that social cohesion factors are not included in safety specific
assessments because they are addressed in assessments focused specially on social cohesion. As
mentioned before, when social cohesion factors and safety are known to be linked, not assessing
and addressing them in an integrated fashion is at best inefficient and at worst leaves room for
significant oversights in response.

Methodology
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This study was specifically designed to assess perceptions of safety within host
communities, rather than safety within camp settings, due to easier accessibility to host
communities and the more complicated nature of social cohesion within host communities.
While this research intended to assess perceptions of safety among nonrefugee individuals and
refugees from different nationalities, time and resource limitations meant that this pilot study was
only conducted with Syrian refugees.
Definition of safety
This research was inspired by the frequency with which a of minimum standard of safety
(MSS) definition has been used in safety assessments conducted by IOs and NGOs working with
refugee populations in Jordan. This narrow definition focuses on safety factors which directly
and immediately influence one’s life. This includes includes exposure to physical violence
(including bombings, gunfire, torture, and physical assaults), persecution, and inaccessible
resources (water, food, shelter, sanitation, health care). While these standards are incredibly
important, they are by no means an exhaustive list of factors that impact an individual’s personal
sense of safety.
This research was designed with three major components: 1) How do participants define
safety? 2) How do they perceive the safety of their own communities? 3) What is being done to
meet their safety needs within their community? The second and third component of this
research were based on a comprehensive definition rather than a MSS definition. The
compressive definition was made by compiling safety factors including MSS factors, factors
used to describe “safe spaces”, and factors of social cohesion. Safety was subsequently defined
as: freedom from physical and emotional danger, freedom from persecution, bullying, and
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harassment, and freedom from want, as well as having a strong, positive experience of social
cohesion. Social cohesion, for this research is defined as having: bridging relationships, access to
resources that reflect one’s culture, identity, and ethnicity; opportunities for empowerment and
community participation, and a sense of community membership, otherwise referred to as social
belonging.
Research tool development
Interview guides and surveys were designed for use in this study. While the two research
tools were designed to assess the same information, the interviews were intended to provide an
opportunity for more indepth, qualitative information to be gathered. The surveys enabled the
research to reach a greater number of participants and enabled participants to quantify some of
their experiences. The interviews and surveys were designed with four major concept
components. The first component was assessing how the participant defined safety and whether
they felt safe, according to their own definition, in their current community. The second
component assessed whether participants had any experiences with physically aggression,
bullying, or harassment within their current community. The third component assessed how the
participant’s experience compared to a comprehensive definition of safety. This component
assessed factors including access to resources that reflect one’s culture, ethnicity, and identity;
perceptions of social cohesion and social belonging; and opportunities for community
participation and empowerment. The fourth component focused on the role of third parties on
community safety, including what measures are being done to prevent and address conflict and
tensions. The interview guide and survey were designed in English, translated into Arabic, and
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then reviewed once for cultural sensitivity and accuracy of meaning. The surveys were a
combination of multiple choice and openended response questions.
Data collection
Four interviews were conducted in a small Syrian housing community in the governorate
of Baqa’a. The specific location of the community within Baqa’a is being withheld to protect the
participants and their families. This community consisted of single Syrian mothers and their
children, the majority of whom had been living in Zaatari refugee camp but had left illegally.
The School of International Training’s Health and Community Development program director,
arranged access to this community. To find research participants, this research and the
accompanying research tools were first explained to the supervisor of the housing center. With
his approval, the research was then explained, in Arabic, to the women living in the center. The
women were also read the interview guide. The women were given an opportunity to ask
questions about the research. Those who felt comfortable and had children between the ages of
13 and 17 offered that their children could participate in interviews.
The adolescents who were interested in participating were interviewed over the next two
days. In order to participate in the interview, written consent was required of the participants’
mothers. The participants were also requested to provide their verbal and written consent. Before
the interview began, the purpose of the interview and the role of the translator and researcher
were explained. The interviews each took approximately twenty minutes to conduct and were
conducted privately, in the main office of the housing center. The interviews were conducted in
Arabic by a native, Jordanian, Arabic speaker. The participants’ responses were translated into
English during the interview and any clarifying or follow up questions from the researcher were
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translated into Arabic during the interview. Permission was given by three of the four
participants for their interviews to be audio recorded. The translation of these interviews was
transcribed after the interview. The English translation of the fourth interview was transcribed
during the interview.
Twenty survey questionnaires were conducted through Al Takaful Charity’s housing
center in Ramtha. To gain access to these participants, the purpose of the study was first
explained to the headmaster of the charity. The translator who was conducting the interview then
met with the supervisor of one of the housing buildings to explain the project. The supervisor
gathered all residents of the building who were between the ages of 13 and 17 and the study was
explained to them. Twenty adolescents expressed interest in participating in the research and
were subsequently asked to provide their written consent and the written consent of their parents
in order to participate. 11 of the participants were hesitant about providing their written consent.
To accommodate these participants, they were only required to provide their verbal consent. The
translator then provided her written affirmation that the participants had verbally consented. The
participants initially completely the surveys on their own and then later went over the survey
with the translator. The answers to openended questions were recorded in Arabic and were later
translated into English by a native Arabic speaker.

Results
Interviews conducted in Baqa’a
Four interviews were conducted with adolescent Syrian refugees living in a community in
Baqa’a. The interviewees were all residents of a housing center established for single, Syrian
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refugee women and their children. The majority of these women and their children had been
living within Zaatari refugee camp, but left illegally to move elsewhere in Jordan. As a result,
many of the individuals living in this housing community are unregistered . To protect the
identities of the interviewees and their community, their district will simple be referred to as
“A”. Three male adolescents and one female adolescent were interviewed from this community.
They will be referred to as interviewees M1(13 years old), M2 (15 years old), M3(14 years old)
and F1(14 years old). Interviews were conducted in Arabic and participant responses were
translated into English. These four participants all attend a private school which is comprised of
Jordanian, Palestinian, and Syrian students. The school only offers a morning session, which all
four interviewees attend.
M2 and M3 both said that they felt that there were no divisions within their community.
F1 expressed that there were divisions, based on nationality, wealth, personal conflicts, and
physical appearance (specifically beauty and facial features). However, F1 stated that these
divisions did not affect her. M1 expressed that he liked his community because there was good
religious comfortability.
M1 defined safety as being able to protect himself when he is outside of his home without
anyone else being responsible for him. F1, M2 and M3 all defined safety as being free from
physical danger, specifically war, gun shots, sabotage, bombs, grenades, and killing. M2 also
defined safety as having access to safe housing and education. M3 additionally mentioned access
to safe transportation and safe shopping, which he further explained as ensuring that they have
the resources they need safely available to them.
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All four interviewees from A explained that they feel they are safer living in Jordan than
they would be in Syria now. They also all expressed that they felt safer in Syria before the
revolution, than they do in Jordan. M1 explained that in Syria he could go outside by himself but
he cannot in his current community because this family doesn’t know “exactly what his
community is”. M3 added that he feels safer in his current housing situation that he did in Zaatari
because in Zaatari there were just tents, not houses.
M2 explained that even though he feels safe going out alone in his community, he isn’t
allowed to. If he does have company he will go out into his community, but that isn’t often. M1
explained that he does not feel safe in his current community because of physical and verbal
harassment that he has experienced when traveling throughout his community. He expressed that
he feels safer traveling with company (either his friends or his mother). He explained that there
are some places where he doesn’t go because he feels less safe because there are “bad guys”
there. He stated that he did feel safe at the libraries, supermarkets, and minimarkets in his
community. He explained that he felt safer in these places because there are not “bad guys”
there.
F1 explained that there are no programs for her to participate in, neither in her
community or at school, so there is no place for her to travel to. M3 also noted that there were
generally no activities or programs to go to. However, if he was specifically invited to something
by his relatives he felt comfortable going alone, anything else he needed an adult to go with him.
M3 remarked that he felt safer when he was with adults and explained that he felt safer going to
malls because adults would go with him.
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When asked whether there are community or extracurricular programs available to them,
all four interviewees said that the school occasionally held picnics at a nearby park, but
otherwise there was nothing available for them to participate in. M1 also commented that he
would only attend activities in his neighborhood if he was specifically invited to them, otherwise
his family wouldn’t allow him to go.
F1 stated that bullying and physical aggression were not problems she faced. M2 said that
he had not heard about any bullying taking place in his community. Both M1 and M3 had
experiences with harassment in their community. M1 explained that he didn’t feel comfortable
walking around his neighborhood because there were adults in his neighborhood who had hit him
and bullied him and made him work for them, doing things like picking olives. He had also been
hit and verbally harassed when walking to the store. He said he believed that these individuals
harassed him because they were trying to show off, he said he did not feel that he was targeted
because he was Syrian.
M3 said that once when he was heading to the supermarket, someone his age yelled at
him. This individual yelled things such as, “you are Syrian, go back to your country.” M1
explained that he handled these experiences by ignoring his abusers and then informing the
supervisor of the housing center. For the second incident, the supervisor had a talk with the
individuals’ families and the harassment stopped. M3 explained that he hit his abuser and the
problem stopped. When prompted, none of the participants expressed experiencing tension or
conflict, even small scale conflicts, with their peers in the housing center or at school.
M1 explained that for small scale conflicts he usually just speaks with his family or the
supervisor. He explained that he would rather that police handle more serious problems. M1 also
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mentioned that he is afraid of the police because his family left Zaatari illegally. M2 similarly
felt that police have more power and so it makes more sense for them to solve big problems. F1
explained that both her and the community agree that large problems should be solved by the
police, who have more power, but small problems can be handled by community members.
M3 initially said he didn’t think there was any solution to bullying. He later said that if
the bullies are kids, it may help if their parents talk to them, but that it would not make any
difference for adults. He also said that the school can get involved to help stop bullying. M1 said
that the housing center educated the youth there about how to deal with bullying and community
problems and therefor they don’t face any large problems (specifically legal issues or
exaggerated problems). He said that the problems they do have are small. M1 was asked what is
done if kids within the housing community have problems and he explained that the parents sort
it out with the supervisor acting as the communicator. M2 said that he was not aware of any
proactive efforts taken to prevent conflict in his community.
M1 and F1 both felt like their school works to give them an opportunity to participate in
decisions that affect them. M1 explained that if he is absent, the class waits to make a decision
until he returns and can contribute his opinion. F1 said that her mother takes her opinion on
topics that are related to her. M1 said that his mother does not take his opinion. In contrast, M2
feels that his mother takes his opinion but his school does not. M3 explained that that he does not
feel valued at school because he believes his teacher treats him differently because he is Syrian.
He specifically noted that his teacher gives other students extra credit points but not him. He
explained that his grades were still good and so this was not impacting his ability to learn and do
well in school.
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M1 said his school and the housing community show him respect by making sure to take
their opinions when planning parties and activities. M2 explained that he feels valued at the
housing center because the people there ask for his help. He also explained that he feels valued at
school because the community there shows respect for his personality and does not say bad
things about him behind his back. F1 explained that she feels appreciated by her friends “because
she has a strong personality”, by her mom because she listens to her, by her teacher because she
gets good grades. She also explained that the supervisor makes her feel appreciated because he
lets her attend picnics and trips that the center organizes and because he listens to her and makes
her laugh.
Survey questionnaires conducted in Ramtha through Al Takaful Charity
Definition of Safety
Participants were asked to define safety in their own words. The response topics were
subsequently coded based on commonalities in responses (Fig. 1). Participants were also asked
the extent to which they agreed with certain definitions of safety (Fig. 2). 75% of participants
agreed “somewhat”, “mostly”, or “completely” that safety is defined as freedom from physical
danger. 35% of participants selfdefined safety as freedom from things that threaten one’s life
and 45% selfdefined safety as freedom from war or bombs. 80% of participants agreed
"somewhat", "mostly", or "completely" that safety is defined as freedom from bullying while
15% of participants selfdefined safety as being protected from or able to protect oneself from
bullies. 70% of participants agreed "somewhat", "mostly", or "completely" that safety is defined
as feeling like a valued member of a community. 75% of participants agreed "somewhat",
"mostly", or "completely" that safety is defined as feeling like your culture is valued by your
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community. 75% also “somewhat”, “mostly”, or “completely” agreed that safety is defined as
feeling like your personal identity is valued by your community. With 70% in complete
agreement and 20% “somewhat” or “mostly” agreeing, the largest proportion of participants,
90%, agreed that safety is defined as having someone to go to when you feel unsafe. 10% and
15% of participants, respectively, included having access to all of the resources you need and
access to adequate health resources as part of their selfdefinition of safety. 10% of participants
defined safety as being protected.
Four of the seven definitions of safety presented to refugees were identified as definitions
relating factors of social cohesion to the definition of safety (Appendix B1). 75% of participants
“completely” agreed that safety was defined by one at least one these definitions, while 90% of
participants “mostly” or “completely” agreed that safety was defined by at least one.
Sense of safety within their community
No participants expressed that they did not feel safe in their community and 40% of
participants expressed that they felt “very safe” in their community (Fig. 3). 80% of participants
said that they felt “mostly” or “very safe” traveling throughout their community (Fig. 3). 20% of
participants said that they only felt “somewhat” or “a bit” safe traveling. 10% of participants
participants said that they avoid certain places in their community because they feel less safe in
those places. 50% of participants said that they avoid doing certain activities by themselves
because they feel safer if done with others. Despite these answers, all of these participants
expressed that their perception of safety only impacted their daily life “a bit” or “somewhat”
(Fig. 4).
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40% of participants felt that NGO workers define safety differently than they do. 75% of
these participants explained that they felt that NGO workers knew more or had a more broad
understanding of safety than they did. 50% of participants felt that police officers, military
officials, and security personnel defined safety differently than they do, and 50% of these
participants also felt that police officers knew more or had a more broad definition of safety than
they did. 55% of participants also expressed that police officers are one group of people they
would go to if they felt unsafe (Fig. 5).
85% of participants did not feel that there were places in their community where there
was more tension than others. 25% participants answered that themselves or someone they know
had experiences with physical violence or aggression in their communities. 35% of participants
answered that themselves or someone they know had experiences of bullying in their
communities. 10% of participants reported that their communities had systems in place to
prevent conflict between community members and 55% of participants reported that their
communities had systems in place to address conflict once it occurred. 69% of participants who
remarked that there were programs of some sort, said that they were only “a bit” or “somewhat”
confident in the effectiveness of these programs.
Social Cohesion
70% of participants said that their community was “not integrated at all” or “barely
integrated” (Fig. 6). All of the participants who reported that their community was only “not
integrated at all”, “barely integrated”, or “somewhat integrated” also answered that their
community was divided by refugee status. 60% of participants felt that their school curriculum at
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least "somewhat" reflected their culture, ethnicity, and identity. Only 20% of participants felt that
their school curriculum "strongly" reflected these qualities (Fig. 7).
65% of participants felt that there were no programs or events or “hardly any” programs
or events in their community geared toward their age group (Fig 8). Of these participants, 77%
“somewhat”, “mostly” or “completely” agreed that safety is defined as feeling that your personal
identity is valued by your community. 80% of participants felt that there were no programs or
events or “hardly any” programs or events geared toward their gender and 81% of these
participants “somewhat”, “mostly” or “completely” agreed that safety is defined as feeling that
your personal identity is valued by your community.
65% of participants felt that there were no programs events or hardly any programs or
events in their community geared toward their culture and of them, 62% “somewhat”, “mostly”
or “completely” agreed that safety is defined as feeling that your culture is valued by your
community (Fig. 8). Of the responses who said there were programs or events geared to their age
group, gender, or culture only two participants expressed that those programs were “mostly” or
“completely” accessible. These two participants felt that it was programs related to their culture
which were accessible. No participants felt that there were programs or events geared toward
their age or their gender that were “mostly” or “completely” accessible.
Only 35% of participants “mostly” or “strongly” felt that they were valued members of
their community (Fig. 9). Of the other 65% of participants, 38% of them “mostly” or
“completely” agreed that feeling like a valued member of a community defines safety. In other
words, 25% of participants “mostly” or “strongly” agreed with defining safety as feeling like
valued member of a community 
and
and felt that, at most, they were “somewhat” valued by their
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community. 40% of participants felt that they had "a fair amount" or "lots of" participation in
community decisions that affect their life (Fig. 10). However, 20% felt that they had only “a bit”
of participation or no participation at all.

Conclusion
This purpose of this research was to investigate perceptions of safety amongst adolescent
Jordanians and adolescent refugees living in Jordanian host communities. This research aimed to
answer three questions: 1) How do participants define safety? 2) How do participants perceive
the safety of their community? 3) What is being done to address adolescent’s safety concerns in
their communities. Due to time and resource constraints, this research was conducted with a
small sample population, gathered through convenience sampling. As a result, patterns that arose
within participant responses cannot be considered representative of adolescents in Jordan, or
even adolescents within these host communities. However, these patterns do represent these 24
participant’s lives and daily experiences and may be indicative of larger patterns within their
communities.
Before discussing the conclusions drawn from this research data there is an inherent
difficulty in this data analysis that is important to discuss. The survey designed for this research
was designed to reflect each participant’s subjective experience with safety in their community.
Many of the questions were designed to either directly or indirectly assess a participant's’
perception of safety within their community by asked participants to rank their experience on a
scale of 1 to 5. For example, how safe do you feel traveling throughout your community (1 being
not safe at all, 5 being completely safe)? Or, how much participation do you have in decisions
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that affect your daily life (1 being no participation, 5 being lots of participation)? The data from
these responses shows what percentage of participants identified with each response option (for
example, 10% of participants remarked that they only felt a bit safe and 20% said that they had
“some participation”). What this data does not show, however, is to what extent identifying with
each response option affects an individual.
In an ideal setting, one would want every participant to respond that they felt “completely
safe”, had “lots of participation”, or the equivalent, for every question. This was not the case in
this data and so the question then becomes, to what extent is it okay the not every participant
could answer 5 to every question? How tolerable is a 2, 3 or 4 in each instance? In other words,
how low must an individual’s response be before we can assume that this experience is
impacting their sense of safety within their community? This may be easier to answer for some
questions than others. It is relatively easy to argue that feeling unsafe, to any extent, while
traveling throughout your community, is a problem. However, it is more difficult to know
exactly how an individual’s level of participation impacts their feeling of social cohesion and
subsequently their sense of safety.
From the extent of agreement participants demonstrated with the social cohesion
definitions of safety proposed to them, it is clear that for many of these participants, social
cohesion factors and feelings of safety are related. But how strongly? Answering this question
would likely require each question to have a research project unto itself. While this difficulty
impedes the ability to fully understand the responses and experience of each participant, it is an
indicator of the lack of research and understanding there is regarding the relationship between
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individuals’ experiences of social cohesion and their perception of safety. The remainder of this
discussion will be structured based on the research questions at the root of this research.
How do participants define safety?
All research participants were asked to define safety in their own words. Interview
participants responses were focused on freedom from threats to life, freedom from war and
violence, and safe access to basic resources, education, and transportation. Survey participants’
selfdefinitions were similar, with some participants also including access to health resources,
being protected, and freedom from bullying. These definitions can be summarized as freedom
from physical danger and safe access to essential resources. In other words, all participants
provided a minimum standard of safety definition when defining safety in their own words.
However, 90% of survey participants “mostly” or “completely” agreed that safety was defined
by at least one of the social cohesionbased definitions of safety.
This suggests, that, while participants selfdefine safety using a MSS definition, the
majority of them agree that social cohesion, in some manor, is a component of safety. This then
raises the question, if participants agree that social cohesion factors are part of safety, why don’t
they include them in their own definition? Are these factors less readily available in their minds
when they answer the question? Could this be a result of the way they were brought up to think
about safety, perhaps because of how individuals around them discuss safety or because of the
safety concerns that have been so prevalent in their lives as individuals who have fled
persecution? Or, are these participants aware that they define safety in such as way but actively
choose not to include these factors in their definition. Again, these results indicate that more
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needs to be known about the relationship between safety and social cohesion, in this case
specifically regarding how individuals define safety.
How do participants experience safety within their community?
40% of participants felt that their school “somewhat” reflects their culture, ethnicity, and
identity and 30% of participants felt that their curriculum “mostly” or “completely” reflect these
facts. As mentioned earlier, this is a question in which one must ask how important is it that
school curriculums “completely” reflect an individual’s identity? While this cannot be answered
here, it is clear that for the 30% of participants who feel that their curriculum only barely reflects
these characteristics or doesn’t reflect them at all, the school curriculum needs improvement.
The interview participants all remarked that the only programming or events accessible to
them were the picnics sometimes organized by their school. Similarly, when asked about
programs geared toward their age, gender, or culture over 60% of survey participants said there
were none at all or hardly any. This data indicates that over half of the participants are severely
lacking opportunities to engage in programming or events that are relevant to them. While these
responses cannot be used to assume a lack of programming for the other adolescents living in
these communities, it does suggest that further investigation should be done as to whether a lack
of programming and events, or just a lack of awareness about such opportunities, exists in these
communities.
90% of the participants from Ramtha felt that their community was, at best, “somewhat
integrated” and also felt that their community was divided by refugee status. Interview
participants did not seem to feel that community divisions were as prevalent within their
community. There were few other questions which survey participants has such similar, strong
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responses for. This suggests that the community divisions resulting from differences in refugee
status may play a significant role in these individuals’ daily lives and may also be a point of
concern. Fortunately, 75% percent of participants felt “mostly” or “very” safe in their
communities. 25% of participants had experienced physical violence in their community and
35% had experienced bullying. While one participant having these experiences is too many, the
percentage being as low as it is suggests that these community divisions have not escalated to an
extent that the majority of participants are experiencing physical violence, aggression, or
bullying as a result. Of course, it is unclear whether participants are impacted by this division in
ways not assessed by this survey.
All of the interviewees from A mentioned that they felt safer in Syria before the war than
they do in their current community. They also indicated that safety concerns often result from
parents being fearful of or unknowledgeable about their community. Their parents’ concerns, as
well as their own, generally prevented them from feeling comfortable walking around their
community on their own. While the extent to which social cohesion impacts these individuals is
still up for discussion, these results do show that more work needs to be done so that these
participants (and their parents) are no longer feeling fearful of their community and do not
experiences anymore bullying, harassment, or physical aggression.
It was striking that 25% of participants mostly or strongly agreed with defining safety as
feeling like valued member of a community 
and
felt that, at most, they were only “somewhat”
valued by their community. Additionally, over 40% of participants who felt that there were no
programs or events geared toward their gender, age group, or culture and also “somewhat”,
“mostly”, or “completely” agreed that safety is defined as feeling that your personal identity is
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valued by your community. As discussed before, it is difficult to know how significant such
dissonance is in an individual’s life, but such feelings may represent a safety concern for
participants.
Finally, all of the interview participants reported that tensions or conflicts with peers
were not a concern for them. These answers are surprising since it is so common for adolescents
of that age (1315) to have small scale conflict with peers. It is possible that these adolescents
really don’t have any of these experiences. However, it is also possible that these participants
don’t categorize small scale problems with peers as conflict and tension. Would they
subsequently not consider small conflicts with peers to be something that impacts their safety?
Again, this data highlights the lack of understanding that exists regarding how individuals define
safety.
What is being done to address safety concerns within participants’ communities?
Participants seemed to have a generally positive view of NGO workers and security
personnel working within their communities. Most survey participants felt that NGO workers
and police officers either shared their definition of safety or had a more broad understanding of
the topic than they did. Three of the interviewees from A expressed that they felt that it made the
most sense for police to address larger conflicts and safety concerns. One participant did express
that he was fearful of the police because his family left Zaatari illegally, however he did not
report having any negative interactions with police.
The researcher was concerned by the lack of knowledge and confidence participants had
regarding programs within their community designed to prevent or address tension and conflict
between community members. 35% of survey participants and all of the interview participants
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said that they did not know about these programs existing in their community. It is unclear
whether these programs are present, but not known about by the majority of participants, or if
they are not present at all. Of the participants that were aware of such programs, 69% were only
“a bit” or “somewhat” confident in their effectiveness. For the purpose of giving adolescent
participants agency, it is important they both have access to and can be confident in conflict
prevention and conflict resolution resources. This gives individuals greater perceived control
over problems they face, as well as the actual ability to address problems that arise.
Summary of most important findings:
Many conclusion and insights arose from this research, the most significant of these are
summarized below:
● Many of the participants do not have easy access to programs that are geared towards
their age group, gender, or culture.
● Some participants from both communities had experiences with physical aggression,
harassment, and bullying.
● Interviewees in A did not feel comfortable walking around their communities by
themselves.
● A majority of participants from Ramtha felt that their community was not well integrated
and was divided by refugee status.
● All of the interviewees from A and many of the participants from Ramtha were unaware
of or not confident in programs meant to prevent or address conflict within their
community.
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● The way participants selfdefined safety was more narrow than the definition of safety
that participants agreed with.
● A majority of participants indicated that social cohesion was a component of safety.
As mentioned previously, further research needs to be done to gain a more
comprehensive understanding of many of these findings. This is perhaps most urgent in regards
to findings which suggest that participants’ experiences of physical safety and social cohesion
are less than optimal. While further research must be done before anything is implemented to
address these concerns (to ensure that these interventions are both necessary and designed
properly), some preliminary suggestions can be made. First, the protection programs that are
currently conducted by organizations like UNICEF and Save the Children Jordan could be
valuable for increasing participant’s awareness about their rights to safety and about the
resources available to them to address safety concerns (particularly concerns about physical
safety).
Both the population in A and in Ramtha could potentially benefit from programing that is
geared towards building connections between Syrian and nonSyrian adolescents within their
communities. This would provide programming and may help to form bridging relationships.
These bridging relationships could help to address feelings of community divisions and as well
as the fear that may result from being unfamiliar with the community. One element of this
programming could be focused on identifying the cultural elements these communities share and
learning to understand those cultural elements that are different. They could also exchange
understanding about the difficulties both groups face as a result of political instability and unrest
in the region, thereby hopeful increasing the empathy adolescents from different situations feel
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for one another's experiences. Finally, these groups can be used as a means to increase youth
empowerment and participation.
Programs that are designed to teach adolescents conflict prevention and resolution
techniques could also be useful. Teaching tangible skills, such as mediation, NonViolent
Communication, and Restorative Justice techniques would provide a number of positive benefits
to adolescents in these communities. First, they would provide age appropriate programming.
Second, they would provide adolescents with skills to address conflict they experience, giving
them a sense of empowerment and perceived control over problems they face. Additionally,
adolescents could use these skills to aid others in their community who are experiencing conflict,
thereby benefiting their community and increasing their own sense of personal worth. Finally,
these techniques can also be employed as community building tools, thereby assisting in
relationship building and integration within their community.
The overarching goal of this research was to clarify whether a minimum standards of
safety definition was sufficient for assessing the safety of adolescents living in Jordan. While this
pilot study does not have the capacity to indicate one way or another, it has confirmed that there
are some refugee adolescents living in Jordanian host communities who incorporate social
cohesion in their definition of safety and whose experience of social cohesion are less than ideal.
Therefor, this pilot study can conclude that further research into this topic is warranted.

Study Limitations
There were a number of limitations to this study. Research tool development, data
collection, and data assessment for this research was conducted in approximately four weeks.
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This short time frame had a number of impacts on this research. The ideal participants for this
research were refugee and Jordanian adolescents living in Jordanian host communities. The short
time frame meant that participants needed to be easily accessible within approximately
twoandahalf weeks. It was difficult to find and coordinate with organizations who could
provide access to adolescent participants within the necessary time frame. The limited research
period also guaranteed that the sample size for both the interviews and the surveys would have to
be small and the population would have to be constructed through convenience sampling.
Ultimately, only four surveys and twenty interviews were able to be conducted for this
research. This convenience sampling resulted in all of the participants being Syrian refugees. No
Jordanians and no refugees of other nationalities participated in this research. Additionally, the
gender ratio of participants was very skewed, particularly within the survey. 1 female and 3 male
adolescents were interviewed while 17 female and 3 male adolescents participated in the survey.
As a result, it was illogical to disaggregate any of the data by gender. Because convenience
sampling was used, it was difficult to claim that the participants’ responses were representative
of the adolescents in their own housing centers.
The language barrier between the researcher and the interviewees also limits the
reliability of this research. While a trained translator was used to conduct the interviews, the
researcher believes that the interviews would have been of a higher caliber had the language
barrier not been present. This is in part because it was difficult for the researcher to ask probing
and clarifying questions, to assess the connotation of the words the participants used in their
answers, and to assess the inflection in the participants’ voices.
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Because of travel warnings published by the United States’ State Department, the
researcher, was unable to personally distribute the surveys in Ramtha. This prevented the
researcher from asking any clarifying questions about the participant’s survey responses, which
would have been particularly valuable for the questions which the researcher, upon later
assessment of the data, found to be potentially confusing. This travel warning also meant that it
was more difficult to gain access to potential participants in north of Jordan, where a significant
portion of the refugee community, and therefore a significant proportion of Jordanian host
communities, are located.
Due to the time limitations, there was not enough time to validate the survey and
interview questions or to run pilot interviews and surveys. In addition, the fact that question were
translated into Arabic (but were not checked for validity) meant that problems with some
questions were either discovered after data collection was complete or are suspected but
unconfirmed. For example, the English interview and survey asks participants to define their
community. The intention of this question was to give the researcher a better understanding of
the population that each participant was referring to when they answered questions about “their
community”. Two problems arose with this question. First, the translation of this question
prompted participants to explain characteristics of their community, not to define what composed
their community.
Second, it became apparent that the notion of “community” does not appear to translate
into a logical, well understood concept in Jordan. The word that most closely matches a western,
sociological definition of community in Arabic, ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻊ, would not likely be well understood by
participants due to their age and their educational level. As such it is unclear what setting or
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group of individuals participants were referring to when they answered questions regarding their
community. This would likely have been a problem if this research had been conducted in the
United States as well, as many individuals are not used to discussing communities in such an
abstract fashion. It is possible that conducting this research through group interviews would have
addressed part of this problem. It is easier to discuss abstract concepts in these settings because
participants can build off of their different knowledge bases to come to a collective
understanding of the topic being discussed.
Additionally, in hindsight, some questions (such as where the participants attended
school, which school session they went to, etc.) were found to be unnecessary in this pilot study.
Because all of the interview participants went to school together, as did most of the participants
surveyed in Ramtha, these questions couldn’t be used to disaggregate the data and didn’t provide
any information regarding the participants’ perceptions of safety. Removing these unnecessary
questions, as well as altering the format of the survey, could have made the survey less
cumbersome and improved the quality of survey responses.

Further Research
Further research from this pilot study could extend in two different directions. First,
further research could be done to expand upon the data gathered from this research. This could
be done by increasing the sample size and using random sampling so that the data is truly
reflective of the intended population. Further research would ideally do a comparison of
perceptions of safety amongst Jordanian adolescents and adolescents refugees with differing
nationalities (Syrian, Palestinian, Iraqi) residing in host communities in Jordan. A larger study
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would also seek to gain sufficiently sized, random samples from each of the host communities in
Jordan so that the data can be disaggregated accordingly. Further research would also ensure that
the research tools were validated, both in English and Arabic. It is also recommended that the
survey is reformatted to ask the same questions but to be completed more easily and more
quickly.
Additionally, restructuring the interview to be conducted in a group interview format
(participatory assessments, focus groups, or community circles) would be valuable. Interviewees
consistently had difficulty answering questions that asked them to define their community and to
define safety. Interviews with youth, particularly when a language barrier exists, may be
particularly uncomfortable for participants. In addition, it may be difficult for individuals of any
age to give comprehensive answers to questions they might have little experience with prior
(questions like, how do you define community and what do you think about the way your
community handles conflict). The presence of other participants in group interviews provide
participants with the opportunity to gain further understanding of the questions from one another
and to ‘snowball’ off of each other’s responses. Such interviews could also easily transition into
opportunities for adolescents to discuss and mobilize around potential strategies to address safety
concerns, thereby benefiting the community and providing an opportunity for youth
empowerment (which is the purpose of participatory assessments).
The second way to expand this research is to conduct further research based on one of the
questions raised by the research conclusions. When providing their own definition of safety,
participants defined safety from a very basic, MSS viewpoint, in much the same way as safety
assessments by IOs and NGOs do. This was despite the fact that the majority of them agreed
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with the social cohesion components of safety. As mentioned previously, it is difficult to know
where this definition comes from. Is this their definition of safety because this is the manner in
which the notion of safety has always been used around them? Or is it that physical danger and a
lack of safe and accessible resources has been so real for them for that a definition of safety
based in things like freedom from bullying and opportunities for empowerment is a luxury they
don’t have?
Further research could aim to investigate where these different definition come from. For
example, are participants who have faced violence in their communities more likely to have an
MSS definition? Are participants who come from a nonviolent community or a community that
actively discusses topics like peace and community (like a Quaker or Baha’i community) more
likely to have a comprehensive definition of safety? How do these factors affect how they define
safety in their own words, as well as how strongly they agree with other definitions of safety?
Another question that arose was, at what point do certain safety indicators actually
indicate an increased feeling of insecurity in participants? Does one start to feel less safe when
they only have “some” participation in decisions that affect their lives or when they have none at
all? Or does this need to be compounded by other factors in order to have a significant effect?
Further research could be done to understand how “tolerant” adolescents are of living with
different negative safety indicators.
Finally, very few of the participants knew about or were confident in programs to prevent
or address conflict within their community. A further assessment of conflict prevention and
resolution efforts being done in these communities, and perhaps throughout Jordanian host
communities in general, is warranted.
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Perceptions of Safety Among Adolescents Living in Jordanian Host Communities
Marhaba! My name is Katie Stevenson. I am a student from Bates College in the United States. I am currently studying at
the School of International Training in Amman through their program on Health and Community Development. For this program, I
am conducting research on adolescents perceptions of safety in Jordanian host communities. I am hoping that the data from this
research will provide a better understanding of how adolescents define safety and perceive the safety of their own communities.
The information you provide in this survey will help to increase that understanding. I deeply appreciate your willingness to participate
in this survey and to share your thoughts with me.
This survey is completely voluntary and completely anonymous. If at any point you would like to skip a question, take a break, or
end the survey you can do so without penalty. If you would like to add any commentary to any of the questions, you may do so in the
space below each question. If you have any questions or concerns, you may contact me at ksteven3@ bates.edu or at 07 9801
2087. If you would like to receive a copy of the results of this research, please inform me.
Again, thank you for your willingness to share you story with me, your perspective and your opinions are greatly appreciated.
Katie Stevenson

Survey Questionnaire
Please write in or circle the answer(s) that best reflects your experience. If you’d like you may add additional commentary in the
space below each question.
Part I) Demographic
1. How old are you?

2. What is your sex?
1. Female
2. Male
3. What is your nationality?
4. How long have you lived in the community you live in now?

5. Are you currently attending school?
a. yes
b. no
6. If you are currently attending school, what type of school are you currently attending?
a. public
b. private
c. UNRWA
7. If your school is split into multiple sessions, which do you attend?
a. morning
b. afternoon
c. my school only as 1 session
8. Do you currently work for a wage?

a. yes, full time
b. yes, part time
c. no
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Part 2) Community and Safety
9. In your own words, what would you describe as your community?

10. In your own words, how would you define safety?

11. On a scale of 1 to 5, how much do you define safety as freedom from physical danger?
1 (not at all)
2 (a bit)
3 (somewhat)
4 (mostly)
5 (completely)
12. On a scale of 1 to 5, how much do you define safety as freedom from emotional danger?
1 (not at all)
2 (a bit)
3 (somewhat)
4 (mostly)
5 (completely)
13. On a scale of 1 to 5, how much do you define safety as freedom from bullying?
1 (not at all)
2 (a bit)
3 (somewhat)
4 (mostly)
5 (completely)
14. On a scale of 1 to 5, how much do you define safety as feeling like a valued member of a community?
1 (not at all)
2 (a bit)
3 (somewhat)
4 (mostly)
5 (completely)
15. On a scale of 1 to 5, how much do you define safety as feeling that your culture is valued by your community?
1 (not at all)
2 (a bit)
3 (somewhat)
4 (mostly)
5 (completely)
16. On a scale of 1 to 5, how much do you define safety as feeling that your personal identity is valued by your
community?
1 (not at all)
2 (a bit)
3 (somewhat)
4 (mostly)
5 (completely)
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17. On a scale of 1 to 5, how much do you define safety as having people to go to when you feel unsafe?
1 (not at all)
2 (a bit)
3 (somewhat)
4 (mostly)
5 (completely)
18. On a scale of 1 to 5, how safe do you feel in your community?
1 (not very safe)
2
3
4
5 (very safe)
19. On a scale of 1 to 5, how safe do you feel traveling to and from your school or place of work ?
1 (not very safe)
2
3
4
5 (very safe)
20. Are there parts of your community that feel safer than other? If yes, please write those places below.
1. yes
2. no
21. Does your perception of safety in your community affect how your spend your time?
1.
yes, I avoid certain places because they make me feel less safe
2. yes, I go to to some places at specific times because they feel safer then
3. yes, some activities I avoid doing by myself because they feel safer with others
4. no
22. On a scale of 1 to 5, how strongly does your perception of the safety in in your community affect your daily life?
1 (not very strongly)
2
3
4
5 (very strongly)
23. Where do you spend most of your time with your friends?
a. at school
b. at youth safe spaces or other places for designed for youth and adolescents
c. public places
d. private residences (your or someone else’s home)
24. Do you think that NGO workers in your community define safety in a different way than you do?
a. yes (If yes, please explain how below)
b. no
25. Do you think police officers, military officials, or security officers who work in your community define safety in a
different way than you do?
a. yes (If yes, please explain how below)
b. no
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26. On a scale of 1 to 5, How strongly do you think your perception of the safety of your community represents the
perceptions of safety felt by the rest of your community?
1 (not at all, I have a very different perception of the safety of my community than others do)
2
3
4
5 (very strongly, I have a very similar perception of the safety of my community as others do)
Part III) Community Integration and Tension
27. On a scale of 1 to 5, how integrated do you feel your community is?
1 (not integrated at all)
2 (barely integrated)
3 (somewhat integrated)
4 (mostly integrated)
5 (completely integrated)
28. Do you feel that your community is divided along any of the following lines? Check all that apply.
___ Tribe
___ Religion
___ Refugee status
___ Other: ____________
___ I do not feel that my community is divided NATIONALITY WASN”T ASKED
29. If you attend school, what is the makeup of the students in your class?
a. most students are like me (ex. mostly Syrian if you are Syrian)
b. many of the students are like me.
c. an equal balance of students like me and students from different backgrounds
d. some students like me, but mostly students from other backgrounds
e. all students are from different backgrounds than I am (ex. all Jordanian students if you are Syrian)
30. 
On a scale of 15, how much does your school curriculum reflect your culture, ethnicity, and identity?
1 (doesn’t reflect at all)
2
3
4
5 ( strongly reflects)
31. Are there places in your community where you feel there is more tension?
a. yes (If you answered yes, please specify where, below)
b. no
32. Have you, or anyone you know, experienced physical violence in your community?
a. yes
b. no
33. If yes, on a scale of 15 how strongly has this experience affected your perception of safety in your community?
1 (not at all)
2
3
4
5 (very strongly)
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34. Does your community have systems in place to prevent or deal with conflict between community members? Circle all
that apply.
a. yes, we have programs to prevent conflict
b. yes, we have programs to address conflict once it happens
d. no
35. If yes, on a scale of 1 to 5, how confident are you in the effectiveness of these programs?
1 (not very confident that they are effective)
2
3
4
5 (very confident that they are effective)
36. Have you, or anyone you know been affected by bullying or harassment?
1. yes
2. no
37. If yes, on a scale of 15 how strongly has this experience affect your perception of safety in your community?
1 (not at all)
2
3
4
5 (very strongly)
Part IV) Community Connectedness
38. On a scale of 1 to 5, how strongly do you feel like you are a valued member of your community?
1 (not very strongly)
2
3
4
5 (very strongly)
39.
Are there events and programs in your community that are geared toward your age group?

a. none at all (1)
b. hardly any (2)
c. yes, a few
d. yes, many
40. On a scale of 1 to 5, how easily accessible are these programs to you?
1 (not very accessible)
2
3
4
5 (very accessible)
41. Are there events and programs in your community that are geared toward your gender?
a. none at all
b. hardly any
c. yes, a few
d. yes, many
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42. On a scale of 1 to 5, how easily accessible are these programs to you?
1 (not very accessible)
2
3
4
5 (very accessible)
43. Are there events and program in your community that are geared toward your culture?
a. none at all
b. hardly any
c. yes, a few
d. yes, many
44. On a scale of 1 to 5, how easily accessible are these programs to you?
1 (not very accessible)
2
3
4
5 (very accessible)
45. On a scale of 1 to 5, how much participation do you have in community decisions that affect your daily life?
1 (no participation)
2
3
4
5 (lots of participation)
46. Do your expectations for your future match your community's’ expectations for your future?
1. Yes
2. No, I expect more of myself than my community does
3. No, my community expects more of me than I do.
47. On a scale of 1 to 5, how well does your community provide you with access tothe resources you need to reach your
goals?
1 (I don’t have access to any of the resources I need)
2
3
4
5 (I have access to everything I need)
48. Who makes up that support network (select all that apply)
a. parents
b. other family members
c. teachers
d. friends
e. community members
f. others________
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49. Who would you go to if you felt unsafe? (select all that apply)
a. parents
b. siblings
c. grandparents
d. other family members
e. friends
f. community members
g. police officers
h. others____
50. On a scale of 1 to 5, how strong do you feel your support network is?
1 (not strong at all)
2
3
4
5 (very strongly)

Thank you for your participation! Please return this survey to the researcher.
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ﺗﺼﻮﺭﺍﺕ ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻣﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ ﺑﻴﻦ ﺍﻟﺸﺒﺎﺏ ﺍﻷﺭﺩﻧﻲ ﻭ ﺍﻟﻤﺮﺍﻫﻘﻴﻦ ﺍﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ ﺍﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻳﻌﻴﺸﻮﻥ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻌﺎﺕ ﺍﻷﺭﺩﻧﻴﺔ ﺍﻟﻤﻀﻴﻔﺔ

ﺃﻧﺎ ﺍﺳﻤﻲ ﻛﺎﺗﻲ ﺳﺘﻴﻔﻨﺴﻮﻥ  .ﺃﻧﺎ ﻃﺎﻟﺒﺔ ﻣﻦ ﻛﻠﻴﺔ ﺑﻴﺘﺲ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﻮﻻﻳﺎﺕ ﺍﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪﺓ .ﺃﻧﺎ ﺃﺩﺭﺱ ﺣﺎﻟﻴﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺆﺳﺴﺔ ﺍﻟﺘﻌﻠﻢ ﺍﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻴﺔ  ،ﻓﻲ ﻋﻤﺎﻥ  ،ﻓﻲ
ﺑﺮﻧﺎﻣﺠﻬﻢ ﺍﻟﻤﻨﺎﻁ ﺑﺄﻣﻮﺭ ﺗﻨﻤﻴﺔ ﺍﻟﺼﺤﺔ ﻭ ﺍﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ  .ﻭﺃﻧﺎ ﺃﻗﻮﻡ ﺑﺈﺟﺮﺍء ﺍﻟﺒﺤﻮﺙ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﺼﻮﺭﺍﺕ ﺍﻟﻤﺮﺍﻫﻘﻴﻦ ﻟﻠﺴﻼﻣﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻌﺎﺕ ﺍﻷﺭﺩﻧﻴﺔ .
ﺃﻓﻀﻼ ﻟﻜﻴﻔﻴﺔ ﺗﻌﺮﻳﻒ ﺍﻟﻤﺮﺍﻫﻘﻴﻦ ﻟﻤﻔﻬﻮﻡ ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻣﺔ ﺍﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ ﻭﻛﻴﻒ ﻫﻲ ﺭﺅﻳﺘﻬﻢ ﻟﻠﻮﺿﻊ ﺍﻟﻌﺎﻡ ﻟﺴﻼﻣﺔ
ً
ﻓﻬﻤﺎ
ﻭﺁﻣﻞ ﺃﻧﺒﻴﺎﻧﺎﺕ ﻫﺬﻩ ﺍﻟﺒﺤﻮﺙ ﺳﻮﻑ ﺗﻘﺪﻡ ً
ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﺎﺗﻬﻢ  .ﻭ ﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻮﻣﺎﺕ ﺍﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﻘﺪﻣﻬﺎ ﻫﺬﻩ ﺍﻟﻤﻘﺎﺑﻠﺔ ﺳﻮﻑ ﺗﺴﺎﻋﺪ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺯﻳﺎﺩﺓ ﻫﺬﺍ ﺍﻟﻔﻬﻢ  .ﻭﺃﻧﺎ ﺃﻗﺪﺭ ﺑﻌﻤﻖ ﺍﺳﺘﻌﺪﺍﺩﻙ ﻟﻠﻤﺸﺎﺭﻛﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻫﺬﺍ ﺍﻟﻠﻘﺎء
ﻭﺗﺒﺎﺩﻝ ﺃﻓﻜﺎﺭﻙ ﻣﻌﻲ .

ﺗﻤﺎﻣﺎ  .ﺇﺫﺍ ﻛﺎﻥ ﻫﻨﺎﻙ ﺃﻱ ﻧﻘﻄﺔ ﺗﺮﻳﺪ ﺃﻥ ﺗﺴﺘﻔﺴﺮ ﻋﻨﻬﺎ ،ﻓﺈﻧﻲ
ﻫﺬﻩ ﺍﻟﻤﻘﺎﺑﻠﺔ ﻫﻲ ﻃﻮﻋﻴﺔ ﺗﻤﺎﻣﺎ ﻭﻣﻌﻠﻮﻣﺎﺗﻚ ﺍﻟﺸﺨﺼﻴﺔ ﺳﺘﻜﻮﻥ ﻣﺠﻬﻮﻟﺔ ﺍﻟﻬﻮﻳﺔ ً
ﺃﻳﻀﺎ ﺇﻧﻬﺎء ﺍﻟﻤﻘﺎﺑﻠﺔ ﻣﺘﻰ ﺷﺌﺖ  .ﺇﺫﺍ ﻛﻨﺖ ﺗﺮﻏﺐ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﺤﺼﻮﻝ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻧﺴﺨﺔ ﻣﻦ ﻧﺘﺎﺋﺞ ﻫﺬﺍ ﺍﻟﺒﺤﺚ  ،ﻓﺈﻧﻪ
ً
ﺍﺭﺟﻮﻙ ﺃﻥ ﻻ ﺗﺘﺮﺩﺩ ﺑﺬﻟﻚ ,ﻭ ﻳﻤﻜﻨﻚ
ﻳﻤﻜﻨﻚ ﺇﺑﻼﻏﻲ ﺧﻼﻝ ﻓﺘﺮﺓ ﺍﻟﻤﻘﺎﺑﻠﺔ .ﺇﺫﺍ ﻛﺎﻥ ﻟﺪﻳﻚ ﺃﻱ ﺃﺳﺌﻠﺔ ﺃﻭ ﺍﺳﺘﻔﺴﺎﺭﺍﺕ ﺑﻌﺪ ﺍﻟﻤﻘﺎﺑﻠﺔ  ،ﻳﻤﻜﻨﻚ ﺍﻻﺗﺼﺎﻝ ﺑﻲ ﻋﻦ ﻃﺮﻳﻖ
 ﺃﻭ ﻋﻦ ﻃﺮﻳﻖ0798012087

ksteven3@bates.edu

ﻓﻌﻼ ﺃﻗﺪﺭ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻛﺒﻴﺮ ﻭﺟﻬﺔ ﻧﻈﺮﻙ ﻭ ﺁﺭﺍﺋﻚ.
ﻣﺮﺓ ﺃﺧﺮﻯ  ،ﺃﺷﻜﺮﻙ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺍﺳﺘﻌﺪﺍﺩﻙ ﻟﻤﺸﺎﺭﻛﺘﻲ ﻗﺼﺘﻚ  ،ﻭ ﺇﻧﻲ ً

ﻛﺎﺗﻲ ﺳﺘﻴﻔﻨﺴﻮﻥ
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ﺍﻻﺳﺘﺒﻴﺎﻥ
ﻳﺮﺟﻰ ﺍﻟﻜﺘﺎﺑﺔ ﺃﻭ ﻭﺿﻊ ﺩﺍﺋﺮﺓ ﺣﻮﻝ ﺍﻻﺟﺎﺑﺔ ﺍﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﻌﻜﺲ ﺍﻧﻄﺒﺎﻋﻚ ﻭ ﺣﺎﻟﺘﻚ ﻟﺘﺠﺮﺑﺘﻚ ﺍﻟﺨﺎﺻﺔ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺃﻓﻀﻞ  .ﺇﺫﺍ ﻛﻨﺖ ﺗﺮﻏﺐ ﻳﻤﻜﻨﻚ ﺇﺿﺎﻓﺔ
ﺗﻌﻠﻴﻖ ﺇﺿﺎﻓﻲ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﻤﻜﺎﻥ ﺍﻟﻤﺨﺼﺺ ﺃﺩﻧﺎﻩ ﻟﻜﻞ ﺳﺆﺍﻝ .
ﺍﻟﺠﺰء ﺍﻷﻭﻝ ( ﺍﻟﺪﻳﻤﻐﺮﺍﻓﻲ
 .1ﻛﻢ ﻋﻤﺮﻙ ؟___________

 .2ﻣﺎ ﻫﻮ ﺟﻨﺴﻚ؟
ﺏ .ﺫﻛﺮ

ﺍ .ﺃﻧﺜﻰ

 .3ﻣﺎ ﻫﻲ ﺟﻨﺴﻴﺘﻚ ؟ ___________

 .4ﻣﻨﺬ ﻣﺘﻰ ﻭﺃﻧﺖ ﺗﻌﻴﺶ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ ﺍﻟﺬﻱ ﻧﻌﻴﺶ ﻓﻴﻪ ﺍﻵﻥ ؟ ____________
 .5ﻫﻞ ﺃﻧﺖ ﻣﺸﺘﺮﻙ ﺣﺎﻟﻴﺎ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﻤﺪﺭﺳﺔ؟
ﺏ .ﻻ

ﺍ .ﻧﻌﻢ ﻓﻌﻼ

 .6ﺇﺫﺍ ﻛﻨﺖ ﻣﺸﺘﺮﻙ ﺣﺎﻟﻴﺎ ﺑﺎﻟﻤﺪﺭﺳﺔ  ،ﻣﺎ ﺍﻟﺠﻬﺔ ﺍﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺘﺒﻌﻬﺎ ﻣﺪﺭﺳﺘﻚ ؟
ﺍ .ﻋﺎﻣﺔ

ﺏ .ﺧﺎﺻﺔ

ﺝ  .ﺍﻷﻭﻧﺮﻭﺍ

 .7ﺇﺫﺍ ﻣﺪﺭﺳﺘﻚ ﺗﺘﺒﻊ ﺍﻟﻨﻈﺎﻡ ﺍﻟﺼﺒﺎﺣﻲ ﻭ ﺍﻟﻤﺴﺎﺋﻲ ﻟﻠﺪﻭﺍﻡ ،ﺃﻧﺖ ﻓﻲ ﺃﻱ ﻧﻈﺎﻡ ؟
ﺍ .ﺻﺒﺎﺣﻲ

ﺏ .ﻣﺴﺎﺋﻲ

ﺝ .ﻣﺪﺭﺳﺘﻲ ﺗﺘﺒﻊ ﻧﻈﺎﻡ ﻭﺍﺣﺪ ﻓﻘﻂ ﻟﻠﺪﻭﺍﻡ

 .8ﻫﻞ ﺗﻌﻤﻞ ﺣﺎﻟﻴﺎ ﻣﻘﺎﺑﻞ ﺃﺟﺮ؟
ﺍ .ﻧﻌﻢ  ،ﺑﺪﻭﺍﻡ ﻛﺎﻣﻞ

ﺏ .ﻧﻌﻢ  ،ﺩﻭﺍﻡ ﺟﺰﺋﻲ

ﺟﺰء  ( 2ﺍﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ ﻭﺍﻟﺴﻼﻣﺔ ﺍﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ[[
 .9ﺑﺎﺳﺘﺨﺪﺍﻡ ﺍﻟﻜﻠﻤﺎﺕ ﺍﻟﺨﺎﺻﺔ ﺑﻚ  ،ﺑﻤﺎﺫﺍ ﺗﺼﻒ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ ؟

 .10ﺑﻜﻠﻤﺎﺗﻚ ﺍﻟﺨﺎﺻﺔ  ،ﻛﻴﻒ ﺗﻌﺮﻑ ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻣﺔ ﺍﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ ؟
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 .11ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻘﻴﺎﺱ ﻣﻦ  ، 5-1ﻫﻞ ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻣﺔ ﺍﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ ﺗﻌﻨﻲ ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻣﺔ ﻣﻦ ﺍﻟﺨﻄﺮ ﺍﻟﺠﺴﺪﻱ؟

ﺃﺑﺪﺍ(
ً )1

ﻗﻠﻴﻼ (
ً )2

ﻧﻮﻋﺎ ﻣﺎ (
ً )3

ﺗﻤﺎﻣﺎ(
ً )5

ﻏﺎﻟﺒﺎ (
ً )4

 .122ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻘﻴﺎﺱ ﻣﻦ  ، 5-1ﻫﻞ ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻣﺔ ﺍﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ ﺗﻌﻨﻲ ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻣﺔ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻄﺮ ﺍﻟﻌﺎﻃﻔﻲ؟

ﺃﺑﺪﺍ(
ً )1

ﻗﻠﻴﻼ (
ً )2

ﻧﻮﻋﺎ ﻣﺎ (
ً )3

ﺗﻤﺎﻣﺎ(
ً )5

ﻏﺎﻟﺒﺎ (
ً )4

 .13ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻘﻴﺎﺱ ﻣﻦ  ، 5-1ﻫﻞ ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻣﺔ ﺍﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ ﺗﻌﻨﻲ ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻣﺔ ﻣﻦ ﺍﻻﻋﺘﺪﺍءﺍﺕ؟

ﺃﺑﺪﺍ(
ً )1

ﻗﻠﻴﻼ (
ً )2

ﻧﻮﻋﺎ ﻣﺎ (
ً )3

ﻏﺎﻟﺒﺎ (
ً )4

ﺗﻤﺎﻣﺎ (
ً )5

 .14ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻘﻴﺎﺱ ﻣﻦ  ، 5-1ﻫﻞ ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻣﺔ ﺍﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ ﺗﻌﻨﻲ ﺍﻟﺸﻌﻮﺭ ﺑﺎﻷﻫﻤﻴﺔ ﺩﺍﺧﻞ ﺍﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ ؟

ﺃﺑﺪﺍ(
ً )1

ﻗﻠﻴﻼ (
ً )2

ﻧﻮﻋﺎ ﻣﺎ (
ً )3

ﻏﺎﻟﺒﺎ (
ً )4

ﺗﻤﺎﻣﺎ (
ً )5

 .15ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻘﻴﺎﺱ ﻣﻦ  ، 5-1ﻫﻞ ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻣﺔ ﺍﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ ﻣﺮﺗﺒﻄﺔ ﺑﻤﺪﻯ ﺍﺣﺘﺮﺍﻡ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ ﺍﻟﺬﻱ ﺗﺴﻜﻦ ﻓﻴﻪ ﻟﺜﻘﺎﻓﺘﻚ ﺍﻟﺨﺎﺻﺔ؟

ﺃﺑﺪﺍ(
ً )1

ﻗﻠﻴﻼ (
ً )2

ﻧﻮﻋﺎ ﻣﺎ (
ً )3

ﻏﺎﻟﺒﺎ (
ً )4

ﺗﻤﺎﻣﺎ (
ً )5

 .16ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻘﻴﺎﺱ ﻣﻦ  ، 5-1ﻫﻞ ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻣﺔ ﺍﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ ﻣﺮﺗﺒﻄﺔ ﺑﻤﺪﻯ ﺍﺣﺘﺮﺍﻡ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ ﺍﻟﺬﻱ ﺗﺴﻜﻦ ﻓﻴﻪ ﻟﺸﺨﺼﻴﺘﻚ ؟

ﺃﺑﺪﺍ(
ً )1

ﻗﻠﻴﻼ (
ً )2

ﻧﻮﻋﺎ ﻣﺎ (
ً )3

ﻏﺎﻟﺒﺎ (
ً )4

ﺗﻤﺎﻣﺎ (
ً )5

 .17ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻘﻴﺎﺱ ﻣﻦ  ، 5-1ﻫﻞ ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻣﺔ ﺍﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ ﻣﺮﺗﺒﻄﺔ ﺑﻮﺟﻮﺩ ﺷﺨﺺ ﺗﻠﺠﺄ ﺇﻟﺒﻪ ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ ﺗﺤﺲ ﺑﻌﺪﻡ ﺍﻷﻣﺎﻥ؟

ﺃﺑﺪﺍ(
ً )1

ﻗﻠﻴﻼ (
ً )2

ﻧﻮﻋﺎ ﻣﺎ (
ً )3

ﻏﺎﻟﺒﺎ (
ً )4

ﺗﻤﺎﻣﺎ (
ً )5

 .18ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻘﻴﺎﺱ ﻣﻦ  ، 5-1ﻛﻴﻒ ﻫﻮ ﺷﻌﻮﺭﻙ ﺑﺎﻷﻣﺎﻥ ﺍﻟﻌﺎﻡ ﺩﺍﺧﻞ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ ؟

ﺁﻣﻦ،ﺃﺑﺪﺍ (
ً
 ) 1ﻏﻴﺮ
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ﻗﻠﻴﻼ(
ً )2

ﻧﻮﻋﺎ ﻣﺎ (
ً )3

ﻏﺎﻟﺒﺎ(
ً )4

 ) 5ﺁﻣﻦ ﺟﺪﺍ (

B2
 .19ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻘﻴﺎﺱ ﻣﻦ  ، 5-1ﻛﻴﻒ ﻫﻮ ﺷﻌﻮﺭﻙ ﺑﺎﻷﻣﻦ ﺧﻼﻝ ﺍﻟﺘﻨﻘﻞ ﻣﻦ ﻭﺇﻟﻰ ﺍﻟﻤﺪﺭﺳﺔ ﺃﻭ ﻣﻜﺎﻥ ﺍﻟﻌﻤﻞ ؟

) 1ﻏﻴﺮ ﺁﻣﻦ ،ﺃﺑﺪﺍ(

ﻧﻮﻋﺎ ﻣﺎ(
ً )3

ﻗﻠﻴﻼ(
ً )2

 ) 5ﺁﻣﻦ ﺟﺪﺍ (

ﻏﺎﻟﺒﺎ(
ً )4

 .20ﻫﻞ ﻫﻨﺎﻙ ﺃﻣﺎﻛﻦ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ ﺗﺸﻌﺮ ﺃﻧﻬﺎ ﺃﻛﺜﺮ ﺃﻣﺎﻧﺎ ﻣﻦ ﻏﻴﺮﻫﺎ ؟ ﺇﺫﺍ ﻛﺎﻧﺖ ﺍﻹﺟﺎﺑﺔ ﺑﻨﻌﻢ  ،ﻳﺮﺟﻰ ﻛﺘﺎﺑﺔ ﺗﻠﻚ ﺍﻷﻣﺎﻛﻦ ﺃﺩﻧﺎﻩ.
ﺍ .ﻧﻌﻢ ﻓﻌﻼ
ﺏ .ﻻ

 .21ﻫﻞ ﺍﻟﺘﺼﻮﺭ ﺍﻟﺨﺎﺹ ﺑﻚ ﻋﻦ ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻣﺔ ﺍﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ ﻳﺆﺛﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻛﻴﻔﻴﺔ ﻗﻀﺎء ﺍﻟﻮﻗﺖ ﺍﻟﺨﺎﺹ ﺑﻚ؟
ﺍ .ﻧﻌﻢ ،ﺃﻧﺎ ﺃﺗﺠﻨﺐ ﺃﻣﺎﻛﻦ ﻣﻌﻴﻨﺔ ﻷﻧﻬﺎ ﺗﺠﻌﻠﻨﻲ ﺃﺷﻌﺮ ﺑﺄﻣﻦ ﺃﻗﻞ.
ﺏ .ﻧﻌﻢ ،ﺃﻧﺎ ﺃﺫﻫﺐ ﺇﻟﻰ ﺑﻌﺾ ﺍﻷﻣﺎﻛﻦ ﻓﻲ ﺃﻭﻗﺎﺕ ﻣﺤﺪﺩﺓ ﻷﻧﻬﺎ ﺗﻜﻮﻥ ﺃﻛﺜﺮ ً
ﺃﻣﻨﺎ
ﺝ .ﻧﻌﻢ ،ﺃﺗﺠﻨﺐ ﺍﻟﻘﻴﺎﻡ ﺑﺒﻌﺾ ﺍﻷﻧﺸﻄﺔ ﺑﻤﻔﺮﺩﻱ ﻷﻧﻨﻲ ﺃﺷﻌﺮ ﺑﺎﻷﻣﻦ ﺃﻛﺜﺮ ﻣﻊ ﺍﻵﺧﺮﻳﻦ
ﺩ .ﻻ

 .22ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻘﻴﺎﺱ ﻣﻦ  ، 5-1ﻛﻢ ﺍﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ ﺍﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺆﺛﺮ ﺑﻬﺎ ﻣﺴﺘﻮﻳﺎﺕ ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻣﺔ ﺍﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ ﺩﺍﺧﻞ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ ﺍﻟﺬﻱ ﺗﺴﻜﻦ ﻓﻴﻪ ﺗﺆﺛﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ
ﺣﻴﺎﺗﻚ ﺍﻟﻴﻮﻣﻴﺔ؟

) 1ﻟﻴﺲ ﺑﻘﻮﺓ(

ﻗﻠﻴﻼ(
ً )2

ﻧﻮﻋﺎ ﻣﺎ(
ً )3

ﻏﺎﻟﺒﺎ(
ً )4

) 5ﺑﻘﻮﺓ(

 .23ﺃﻳﻦ ﻛﻨﺖ ﺗﻘﻀﻲ ﻣﻌﻈﻢ ﻭﻗﺘﻚ ﻣﻊ ﺃﺻﺪﻗﺎﺋﻚ؟
ﺍ .ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﻤﺪﺭﺳﺔ
ﺏ .ﻓﻲ ﺃﻣﺎﻛﻦ ﺁﻣﻨﺔ ﻣﺨﺼﺼﺔ ﻟﻠﺸﺒﺎﺏ ﻭﺍﻟﻤﺮﺍﻫﻘﻴﻦ
ﺝ .ﺃﻣﺎﻛﻦ ﻋﺎﻣﺔ
ﺩ .ﺍﻟﻤﺴﺎﻛﻦ ﺍﻟﺨﺎﺻﺔ )ﻣﻨﺰﻟﻚ ﺃﻭ ﻣﻨﺰﻝ ﺃﻱ ﺷﺨﺺ ﺁﺧﺮ(

 .24ﻫﻞ ﺗﻌﺘﻘﺪ ﺃﻥ ﻣﻮﻇﻔﻲ ﺍﻟﻤﻨﻈﻤﺎﺕ ﻏﻴﺮ ﺍﻟﺤﻜﻮﻣﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ ﻳﻌﺮﻓﻮﻥ ﻣﻔﻬﻮﻡ ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻣﺔ ﺍﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ ﺑﻄﺮﻳﻘﺔ ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ ﻋﻦ
ﺗﻌﺮﻳﻔﻚ ﺃﻧﺖ؟

ﺍ .ﻧﻌﻢ )ﺇﺫﺍ ﻛﺎﻧﺖ ﺍﻹﺟﺎﺑﺔ ﺑﻨﻌﻢ ،ﻳﺮﺟﻰ ﺍﻟﺸﺮﺡ ﺃﺩﻧﺎﻩ(

ﺏ .ﻻ

 .25ﻫﻞ ﺗﻌﺘﻘﺪ ﺃﻥ ﺿﺒﺎﻁ ﺍﻟﺸﺮﻃﺔ ﻭﺍﻟﻀﺒﺎﻁ ﺍﻟﻤﺴﺆﻭﻟﻴﻦ ﺍﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮﻳﻴﻦ ،ﺃﻭ ﺍﻷﻣﻦ ﺍﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻳﻌﻤﻠﻮﻥ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ ﻳﻌﺮﻓﻮﻥ ﻣﻔﻬﻮﻡ ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻣﺔ ﺍﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ
ﺑﻄﺮﻳﻘﺔ ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ ﻋﻦ ﺗﻌﺮﻳﻔﻚ ﺃﻧﺖ؟
ﺍ .ﻧﻌﻢ )ﺇﺫﺍ ﻛﺎﻧﺖ ﺍﻹﺟﺎﺑﺔ ﺑﻨﻌﻢ ،ﻳﺮﺟﻰ ﺍﻟﺸﺮﺡ ﺃﺩﻧﺎﻩ(
ﺏ .ﻻ
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B2
 .26ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻘﻴﺎﺱ ﻣﻦ  ،5-1ﻣﺎ ﻫﻲ ﻧﺴﺒﺔ ﺍﻟﺘﻮﺍﻓﻖ ﺑﻴﻦ ﺗﺼﻮﺭﻙ ﻟﻤﻔﻬﻮﻡ ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻣﺔ ﺍﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ ﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ ﻭ ﻣﻔﻬﻮﻡ ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻣﺔ ﺍﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ ﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ ﻟﺪﻯ ﺃﻓﺮﺍﺩ
ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ ﺍﻻﺧﺮﻳﻦ؟
) 1ﻟﻴﺲ ﻓﻲ ﻛﻞ ﺷﻲء ،ﻭﻟﺪﻱ ﺗﺼﻮﺭ ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻒ ﻟﻠﻐﺎﻳﺔ ﻟﻤﻔﻬﻮﻡ ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻣﺔ ﺍﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻲ ﻋﻦ ﺍﻵﺧﺮﻳﻦ(
2
3
4
) 5ﺑﻘﻮﺓ ﺟﺪﺍ ،ﻭﻟﺪﻱ ﺗﺼﻮﺭ ﻣﺸﺎﺑﻪ ﺟﺪﺍ ﻟﻠﺴﻼﻣﺔ ﺍﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻲ ﻛﻤﺎ ﻳﻔﻌﻞ ﺍﻵﺧﺮﻭﻥ(

ﺍﻟﺠﺰء ﺍﻟﺜﺎﻟﺚ :ﺗﻜﺎﻣﻞ ﺍﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ ﻭﺍﻟﺘﻮﺗﺮ
 .27ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻘﻴﺎﺱ ﻣﻦ ،5-1ﻣﺎ ﻫﻮ ﺗﻘﻴﻴﻤﻚ ﻟﻤﺪﻯ ﺍﻧﺪﻣﺎﺝ ﻭ ﺗﻜﺎﻣﻞ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ ﻣﻊ ﺑﻌﻀﻪ ﺍﻟﺒﻌﺾ؟
) 1ﻟﻴﺲ ﻣﺘﻜﺎﻣﻠﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺍﻹﻃﻼﻕ(
) 2ﻣﺘﻜﺎﻣﻞ ﺑﺎﻟﻜﺎﺩ(
) 3ﻣﺘﻜﺎﻣﻞ ﺇﻟﻰ ﺣﺪ ﻣﺎ(
) 4ﻣﺘﻜﺎﻣﻞ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﻐﺎﻟﺐ(
) 5ﻣﺘﻜﺎﻣﻞ ﺗﻤﺎﻣﺎ(
 .28ﻫﻞ ﺗﺸﻌﺮ ﺃﻥ ﺍﻻﻧﻘﺴﺎﻣﺎﺕ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ ﻣﺒﻨﻴﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺃﺣﺪ ﺍﻟﺨﻴﺎﺭﺍﺕ ﺍﻟﺘﺎﻟﻴﺔ؟
 -1ﺍﻟﻘﺒﻴﻠﺔ
-2ﺍﻟﺪﻳﻦ
-3ﻭﺿﻊ ﺍﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ
-4ﺁﺧﺮ
-5ﺃﻧﺎ ﻻ ﺃﺷﻌﺮ ﺃﻥ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻲ ﻣﻨﻘﺴﻢ

ﺣﺎﻟﻴﺎ ﺑﺎﻟﻤﺪﺭﺳﺔ ،ﻣﺎ ﻫﻲ ﻃﺒﻴﻌﺔ ﺍﻟﻄﻼﺏ ﻓﻲ ﺻﻔﻚ؟
 .29ﺇﺫﺍ ﻛﻨﺖ ﻣﺸﺘﺮﻙ ً
ﺍ .ﻣﻌﻈﻢ ﺍﻟﻄﻼﺏ ﻫﻢ ﻣﺜﻠﻲ )ﻣﺜﻼ ﺳﻮﺭﻳﻴﻦ ﻣﻌﻈﻤﻬﻢ ﺇﺫﺍ ﻛﻨﺖ ﺳﻮﺭﻱ(
ﺏ .ﺍﻟﻌﺪﻳﺪ ﻣﻦ ﺍﻟﻄﻼﺏ ﻫﻢ ﻣﺜﻠﻲ.
ﺝ .ﺗﻮﺍﺯﻥ ﻣﺘﺴﺎﻭ ﺣﻴﺚ ﻳﻮﺟﺪ ﻋﺪﺩ ﻣﻦ ﺍﻟﻄﻼﺏ ﻣﺜﻠﻲ ﻭﻋﺪﺩ ﻣﻦ ﺍﻟﻄﻼﺏ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻠﻔﻴﺎﺕ ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ
ﺩ .ﺑﻌﺾ ﺍﻟﻄﻼﺏ ﻣﺜﻠﻲ ،ﻭﻟﻜﻦ ﻣﻌﻈﻢ ﺍﻟﻄﻼﺏ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻠﻔﻴﺎﺕ ﺃﺧﺮﻯ
ﻩ .ﺟﻤﻴﻊ ﺍﻟﻄﻼﺏ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻠﻔﻴﺎﺕ ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ )ﻣﺜﻼ :ﺟﻤﻴﻊ ﺍﻟﻄﻠﺒﺔ ﺍﻷﺭﺩﻧﻴﻴﻦ ﺇﺫﺍ ﻛﻨﺖ ﺍﻧﺖ ﺳﻮﺭﻱ(

 .30ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻘﻴﺎﺱ ﻣﻦ  5-1ﻛﻴﻒ ﻳﻌﻜﺲ ﺍﻟﻤﺎﺩﺓ ﺍﻟﺘﻌﻠﻴﻤﻴﺔ ﻭﻣﻨﻬﺠﻚ ﺍﻟﺪﺭﺍﺳﻲ ﺛﻘﺎﻓﺘﻚ ﻭﻋﺮﻗﻚ ﻭﻫﻮﻳﺘﻚ؟

ﺃﺑﺪﺍ(
)1ﻻ ﻳﻌﻜﺲ ً

2

3

4

) 5ﻳﻌﻜﺲ ﻭﺑﻘﻮﺓ(

 .31ﻫﻞ ﻫﻨﺎﻙ ﺃﻣﺎﻛﻦ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ ﺣﻴﺚ ﻛﻨﺖ ﺗﺸﻌﺮ ﺃﻥ ﻫﻨﺎﻙ ﻣﺰﻳﺪ ﻣﻦ ﺍﻟﺘﻮﺗﺮﻓﻴﻬﺎ؟

ﺍ  .ﻧﻌﻢ )ﺇﺫﺍ ﻛﺎﻧﺖ ﺍﻹﺟﺎﺑﺔ ﺑﻨﻌﻢ ،ﻳﺮﺟﻰ ﺗﺤﺪﻳﺪ ﺍﻟﻤﻜﺎﻥ ،ﺃﺩﻧﺎﻩ(
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ﺏ .ﻻ

B2
 .32ﻫﻞ ،ﺃﻧﺖ ﺃﻭ ﺷﺨﺺ ﺗﻌﺮﻓﻪ ،ﺗﻌﺮﺿﻮﺍ ﻟﻠﻌﻨﻒ ﺍﻟﺠﺴﺪﻱ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ؟
ﺍ .ﻧﻌﻢ ﻓﻌﻼ

ﺏ .ﻻ

 .33ﺇﺫﺍ ﻛﺎﻧﺖ ﺍﻹﺟﺎﺑﺔ ﺑﻨﻌﻢ ،ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻘﻴﺎﺱ ﻣﻦ  5-1ﻣﺪﻯ ﻗﻮﺓ ﺗﺄﺛﻴﺮ ﻫﺬﻩ ﺍﻟﺘﺠﺮﺑﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺍﻟﺘﺼﻮﺭ ﺍﻟﺨﺎﺹ ﻟﻠﺴﻼﻣﺔ ﺍﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ ﻓﻲ
ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ؟

ﻗﻠﻴﻼ(
ً )2

ﺃﺑﺪﺍ(
ً )1

ﻏﺎﻟﺒﺎ(
ً )4

ﻧﻮﻋﺎ ﻣﺎ(
ً )3

) 5ﺑﻘﻮﺓ(

ﻣﻌﻤﻮﻻ ﺑﻬﺎ ﻟﻤﻨﻊ ﺃﻭ ﻟﻠﺘﻌﺎﻣﻞ ﻣﻊ ﺍﻟﺼﺮﺍﻉ ﺑﻴﻦ ﺃﻓﺮﺍﺩ ﺍﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ؟ ﺿﻊ ﺩﺍﺋﺮﺓ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻛﻞ ﻣﺎ ﻳﻨﻄﺒﻖ.
ً
 .34ﻫﻞ ﻟﺪﻯ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ ﻧﻈﻢ
ﺍ .ﻧﻌﻢ ،ﻟﺪﻳﻨﺎ ﺑﺮﺍﻣﺞ ﻟﻤﻨﻊ ﺍﻟﺼﺮﺍﻋﺎﺕ
ﺏ .ﻧﻌﻢ ،ﻟﺪﻳﻨﺎ ﺑﺮﺍﻣﺞ ﻟﻤﻌﺎﻟﺠﺔ ﺍﻟﺼﺮﺍﻉ ﺑﻤﺠﺮﺩ ﺃﻥ ﻳﺤﺪﺙ
ﺩ .ﻻ

 .35ﺇﺫﺍ ﻛﺎﻧﺖ ﺍﻹﺟﺎﺑﺔ ﺑﻨﻌﻢ ،ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻘﻴﺎﺱ ﻣﻦ  ،5-1ﻛﻢ ﺃﻧﺖ ﻭﺍﺛﻖ ﻓﻲ ﻓﻌﺎﻟﻴﺔ ﻫﺬﻩ ﺍﻟﺒﺮﺍﻣﺞ؟

ﺃﺑﺪﺍ ﺃﻥ ﺗﻜﻮﻥ ﻓﻌﺎﻟﺔ(
ﻭﺍﺛﻘﺎ ً
) 1ﻟﺴﺖ ً

2

3

4

) 5ﻭﺍﺛﻖ ﺟﺪﺍ ﺃﻥ ﺗﻜﻮﻥ ﻓﻌﺎﻟﺔ(

 .36ﻫﻞ ﺃﻧﺖ ﺃﻭ ﺃﻱ ﺷﺨﺺ ﺗﻌﺮﻓﻪ ﺗﻌﺮﺽ
ﻟﻼﻋﺘﺪﺍء ﺃﻭ ﺍﻟﺘﺤﺮﺵ؟
ﺏ .ﻻ

ﺍ .ﻧﻌﻢ ﻓﻌﻼ

 .37ﺇﺫﺍ ﻛﺎﻧﺖ ﺍﻹﺟﺎﺑﺔ ﺑﻨﻌﻢ ،ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻘﻴﺎﺱ ﻣﻦ  5-1ﻣﺎ ﻣﺪﻯ ﻗﻮﺓ ﺗﺄﺛﻴﺮ ﻫﺬﻩ ﺍﻟﺘﺠﺮﺑﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻔﻬﻮﻣﻚ ﻟﻠﺴﻼﻣﺔ ﺍﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ؟

ﺃﺑﺪﺍ(
ً )1

ﻗﻠﻴﻼ(
ً )2

ﻧﻮﻋﺎ ﻣﺎ(
ً )3

ﻏﺎﻟﺒﺎ(
ً )4

) 5ﺑﻘﻮﺓ(

ﺍﻟﺠﺰء ﺍﻟﺮﺍﺑﻊ :ﺗﺮﺍﺑﻂ ﺍﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ
 .38ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻘﻴﺎﺱ ﻣﻦ  ،5-1ﻛﻢ ﺑﻘﻮﺓ ﺗﺸﻌﺮ ﺃﻧﻚ ﻋﻀﻮﺍ ﻣﻬﻤﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ؟

) 1ﻟﻴﺲ ﺑﻘﻮﺓ(

ﻗﻠﻴﻼ(
ً )2

ً )3
ﻧﻮﻋﺎﻣﺎ(

ً )4
ﻏﺎﻟﺒﺎ

) 5ﺑﻘﻮﺓ(

 .39ﻫﻞ ﻫﻨﺎﻙ ﻓﻌﺎﻟﻴﺎﺕ ﺃﻭ ﺑﺮﺍﻣﺞ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ ﻣﺨﺼﺼﺔ ﻟﻔﺌﺘﻚ ﺍﻟﻌﻤﺮﻳﺔ؟
ﺍ .ﻻ ﺷﻲء ﻋﻠﻰ ﺍﻻﻃﻼﻕ
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ﺏ .ﻻ ﻳﻜﺎﺩ ﻳﺬﻛﺮ

ﺝ .ﻧﻌﻢ ،ﻭﻋﺪﺩ ﻗﻠﻴﻞ

ﺩ .ﻧﻌﻢ ،ﻛﺜﻴﺮ

B2
 .ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻘﻴﺎﺱ ﻣﻦ  ، 5-1ﻫﻞ ﺍﻟﻮﺻﻮﻝ ﺇﻟﻰ ﻫﺬﻩ ﺍﻟﺒﺮﺍﻣﺞ ﺳﻬﻞ ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ ﻟﻚ؟
40
ﺏ .ﻻ ﻳﻜﺎﺩ ﻳﺬﻛﺮ

ﺍ .ﻻ ﺷﻲء ﻋﻠﻰ ﺍﻻﻃﻼﻕ

ﺩ .ﻧﻌﻢ ،ﻛﺜﻴﺮ

ﺝ .ﻧﻌﻢ ،ﻭﻋﺪﺩ ﻗﻠﻴﻞ

 .41ﻫﻞ ﻫﻨﺎﻙ ﻓﻌﺎﻟﻴﺎﺕ ﺃﻭ ﺑﺮﺍﻣﺞ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ ﻣﺨﺼﺼﺔ ﻟﻤﺠﻤﻮﻋﺘﻚ ﻣﻦ ﻧﻔﺲ ﺟﻨﺴﻚ؟
ﺏ .ﻻ ﻳﻜﺎﺩ ﻳﺬﻛﺮ

ﺍ .ﻻ ﺷﻲء ﻋﻠﻰ ﺍﻻﻃﻼﻕ

ﺩ .ﻧﻌﻢ ،ﻛﺜﻴﺮ

ﺝ .ﻧﻌﻢ ،ﻭﻋﺪﺩ ﻗﻠﻴﻞ

 .42ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻘﻴﺎﺱ ﻣﻦ  ،5-1ﻫﻞ ﺍﻟﻮﺻﻮﻝ ﻟﻬﺬﻩ ﺍﻟﺒﺮﺍﻣﺞ ﺳﻬﻞ ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ ﻟﻚ؟

) 1ﻳﻤﻜﻦ ﺍﻟﻮﺻﻮﻝ ﺇﻟﻴﻬﺎ ﺑﺴﻬﻮﻟﺔ(

3

2

ﺃﺑﺪﺍ(
) 5ﻻ ﻳﻤﻜﻦ ﺍﻟﻮﺻﻮﻝ ﺇﻟﻴﻬﺎ ً

4

 .43ﻫﻞ ﻫﻨﺎﻙ ﻓﻌﺎﻟﻴﺎﺕ ﺃﻭ ﺑﺮﺍﻣﺞ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ ﻣﺨﺼﺼﺔ ﻟﻤﺠﻤﻮﻋﺘﻚ ﻣﻦ ﻧﻔﺲ ﺛﻘﺎﻓﺘﻚ؟
ﺏ .ﻻ ﻳﻜﺎﺩ ﻳﺬﻛﺮ

ﺍ .ﻻ ﺷﻲء ﻋﻠﻰ ﺍﻻﻃﻼﻕ

ﺩ .ﻧﻌﻢ ،ﻛﺜﻴﺮ

ﺝ .ﻧﻌﻢ ،ﻭﻋﺪﺩ ﻗﻠﻴﻞ

 .44ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻘﻴﺎﺱ ﻣﻦ  ،5-1ﻫﻞ ﺍﻟﻮﺻﻮﻝ ﻟﻬﺬﻩ ﺍﻟﺒﺮﺍﻣﺞ ﺳﻬﻞ ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ ﻟﻚ ؟
ﺃﺑﺪﺍ(
) 1ﻻ ﻳﻤﻜﻦ ﺍﻟﻮﺻﻮﻝ ﺇﻟﻴﻬﺎ ً
)2ﻳﻤﻜﻦ ﺍﻟﻮﺻﻮﻝ ﺇﻟﻴﻬﺎ ﺑﺼﻌﻮﺑﺔ(
ﻧﻮﻋﺎ ﻣﺎ(
)3ﻳﻤﻜﻦ ﺍﻟﻮﺻﻮﻝ ﺇﻟﻴﻬﺎ ً
 )4ﻳﻤﻜﻦ ﺍﻟﻮﺻﻮﻝ ﺇﻟﻴﻬﺎ(
) 5ﻳﻤﻜﻦ ﺍﻟﻮﺻﻮﻝ ﺇﻟﻴﻬﺎ ﺑﺴﻬﻮﻟﺔ(
 .45ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻘﻴﺎﺱ ﻣﻦ  5-1ﻣﺎ ﻣﺪﻯ ﻣﺸﺎﺭﻛﺘﻚ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﻘﺮﺍﺭﺍﺕ ﺍﻟﻴﻮﻣﻴﺔ ﺍﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺆﺛﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ

)1ﻻ ﺃﺷﺎﺭﻙ(

ﻧﻮﻋﺎ ﻣﺎ(
ً )3

ﻗﻠﻴﻼ(
ً )2

ﻏﺎﻟﺒﺎ(
ً )4

)5ﺃﺷﺎﺭﻙ ﺑﻘﻮﺓ(

 .46ﻫﻞ ﺗﻮﻗﻌﺎﺗﻚ ﻟﻤﺴﺘﻘﺒﻠﻚ ﺗﻄﺎﺑﻖ ﺗﻮﻗﻌﺎﺕ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ ﻟﻤﺴﺘﻘﺒﻠﻚ؟
 .1ﻧﻌﻢ
 .2ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻲ ﻳﺘﻮﻗﻊ ﻟﻲ ﺑﻨﺴﺒﺔ ﺃﻛﺒﺮ ﻣﻤﺎ ﺃﺗﻮﻗﻌﻪ ﺃﻧﺎ ﻟﻨﻔﺴﻲ
 .3ﻻ ،ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻲ ﻳﺘﻮﻗﻊ ﻟﻲ ﺃﻛﺜﺮ ﻣﻤﺎ ﺍﺷﻌﺮ ﺑﻪ.
 .47ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻘﻴﺎﺱ ﻣﻦ  ،5-1ﻣﺎ ﻣﺪﻯ ﺗﻮﻓﻴﺮ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ ﻟﻠﻮﺳﺎﺋﻞ ﺍﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﻤﻜﻨﻚ ﻣﻦ ﺍﻟﻮﺻﻮﻝ ﺇﻟﻰ ﺍﻟﻤﻮﺍﺭﺩ ﺍﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺤﺘﺎﺟﻬﺎ ﻟﻠﻮﺻﻮﻝ
ﺇﻟﻰ ﺃﻫﺪﺍﻓﻚ؟
) 1ﺃﻧﺎ ﻻ ﺃﺣﺼﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻛﻞ ﻣﺎ
ﺃﺣﺘﺎﺝ(
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ً )2
ﻗﻠﻴﻼ

ﻧﻮﻋﺎ ﻣﺎ(
ً )3

ً )4
ﻏﺎﻟﺒﺎ

) 5ﺃﺣﺼﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻛﻞ ﻣﺎ ﺃﺣﺘﺎﺝ(

B2
 .48ﻣﻦ ﺍﻟﺬﻱ ﺗﻌﺘﺒﺮﻩ ﻣﻦ ﺿﻤﻦ ﻣﺼﺎﺩﺭ ﺍﻟﺪﻋﻢ ﺍﻟﺨﺎﺻﺔ ﺑﻚ )ﺍﺧﺘﺮ ﻛﻞ ﻣﺎ ﻳﻨﻄﺒﻖ(
ﺍ .ﺍﻵﺑﺎء
ﺏ .ﺃﻓﺮﺍﺩ ﺍﻷﺳﺮﺓ ﺍﻵﺧﺮﻳﻦ
ﺝ .ﻣﻌﻠﻤﻮﻥ
ﺩ .ﺍﻻﺻﺪﻗﺎء
ﻩ .ﺍﻓﺮﺍﺩ ﺍﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ
ﺩ .ﺁﺧﺮﻭﻥ

 .49ﻣﻦ ﺍﻟﺬﻱ ﻳﻤﻜﻦ ﺃﻥ ﺗﻠﺠﺄ ﺇﻟﻴﻪ ﺇﺫﺍ ﻛﻨﺖ ﻻ ﺗﺸﻌﺮ ﺑﺎﻷﻣﺎﻥ؟ )ﺍﺧﺘﺮ ﻛﻞ ﻣﺎ ﻳﻨﻄﺒﻖ(
ﺍ .ﺍﻵﺑﺎء
ﺏ .ﺍﻷﺧﻮﺓ ﻭﺍﻷﺧﻮﺍﺕ
ﺝ .ﺃﺟﺪﺍﺩ
ﺩ .ﺃﻓﺮﺍﺩ ﺍﻷﺳﺮﺓ ﺍﻵﺧﺮﻳﻦ
ﻩ .ﺍﻻﺻﺪﻗﺎء
ﺩ .ﺍﻓﺮﺍﺩ ﺍﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ
ﺯ .ﺿﺒﺎﻁ ﺍﻟﺸﺮﻃﺔ
ﺡ .ﺁﺧﺮﻭﻥ
 .50ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻘﻴﺎﺱ ﻣﻦ  ،5-1ﻣﺎ ﻗﻮﺓ ﺷﻌﻮﺭﻙ ﺑﺄﻧﻪ ﻳﻮﺟﺪ ﻟﺪﻳﻚ ﻣﺼﺎﺩﺭ ﺩﻋﻢ ﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﺑﻚ؟

) 1ﻟﻴﺴﺖ ﻗﻮﻳﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺍﻹﻃﻼﻕ(

ﺃﺷﻜﺮﻛﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺸﺎﺭﻛﺘﻜﻢ.
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ﻗﻠﻴﻼ(
ً )2

ﻧﻮﻋﺎ ﻣﺎ(
ً )3

ً )4
ﻏﺎﻟﺒﺎ

) 5ﻗﻮﻳﺔ ﺟﺪﺍ(

C1
Perceptions of Community Safety Among Jordanian and Refugee Teens Living in Jordanian
Host Communities
Interview Guide
Part A: Demographic Data
● Please confirm that you have agreed to have this interview audiorecorded.
● Please confirm that you have read and understood the confidentiality agreement.
● Please tell me your age.
● Please tell me your gender.
● Please tell me your nationality.
Part B. Description of Daily Life and Community
● How do you spend most of your time?
○ Are you in school? Is your school split into sessions? If so, which session do you
attend?
○ Are there any organizations in your community that you are a part of or that you
spend most of your time with?
○ Do you work?
○ How do you spend most of your free time?
● Describe for me, what you think of as your community.
○ Is your community mostly individuals who are the same nationality as you?
Part C: Direct Perceptions of Safety
● How do you define safety?
●
Does your definition of safety change based on where you are?

What makes you feel safe or unsafe?
● Are there places or activities in your community that makes you feel more or less safe
than others?

Do any of those change depending on what time it is or whether your are with other people or
not?

Do any of those change based on whether you are alone or based on what people you are
with?
● Do you feel safe traveling throughout your community?

Do those feelings of safety impact how you spend your time?
● Do you feel like your community is one cohesive unit or is it divided in some way

If you feel it is divided, how does that division impact you?
● Are there places in your community where you feel there is more tension or conflict

If so, what do you think causes that?

Are there places in your community where you feel there is especially less tension or conflict?

If so, what do you think causes that?
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●

Have you yourself or anyone you know experienced physical aggression in your
community?

Would you be willing to tell me about it?

What do you think was at the root of the conflict?
● Have you or anyone you know experienced bullying in your community

What do you think was at the route of the conflict?
● How does your community usually handle conflict that arises in your community?

What are your thoughts on how these conflicts are handled? Does your community have any
programs designed to prevent conflict?
● How do you think NGO personnel who work in your community define safety?
● How do you think police in your community define safety?
Part D. Indirect Perceptions of Safety
● Do you feel like you are an integrated/valued member of your community?
○ Are there events and programs in your community (at school, in after school
programs, social events) that are geared toward your age group?
○ Are there events and programs in your community that are geared toward your
gender?
○ Are there events and program in your community that are geared toward your
culture?
● Are there places in your community where you are able to spend time with your friends?
● What do you expect/hope for yourself in the future?
○ Do you think your community provides you with access to the to the things that
will help you reach your goals?
○ Do you think that what your community hopes for you and what you hope for you
are similar?
● Do you feel like you have a strong support network?
○ Where do the members of your support network come from? Are they your
family, friends, teachers at school?
○ Who would you go to if you felt unsafe?
● What sort of opportunities do you have to voice your opinion or participate in community
decisions that affect your life?

Part E: Concluding Questions
● Is there anything else you think it is important for me to know?
● Do you have any questions for me?
● Is there anything you said during the interview that you would like me to remove from the
recording?
● Would you like to know the results of this study when it is finished?
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ﻣﺆﺳﺴﺔ ﺍﻟﺘﻌﻠﻢ ﺍﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻴﺔ ،ﺍﻷﺭﺩﻥ
ﺑﺮﻧﺎﻣﺞ ﺍﻟﺼﺤﺔ ﻭﺗﻨﻤﻴﺔ ﺍﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ
ﻛﺎﺗﻲ ﺳﺘﻴﻔﻨﺴﻮﻥ

ﺍﻟﺘﺼﻮﺭﺍﺕ ﻋﻦ ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻣﺔ ﺍﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻌﻴﺔ ﺑﻴﻦ ﺍﻟﺸﺒﺎﺏ ﺍﻷﺭﺩﻧﻲ ﻭ ﺍﻟﻤﺮﺍﻫﻘﻴﻦ ﺍﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ ﺍﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻳﻌﻴﺸﻮﻥ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ ﺍﻷﺭﺩﻧﻲ.
ﺩﻟﻴﻞ ﺍﻟﻤﻘﺎﺑﻠﺔ

ﺟﺰء ﺃ :ﺍﻟﺒﻴﺎﻧﺎﺕ ﺍﻟﺪﻳﻤﻮﻏﺮﺍﻓﻴﺔ.
ً
ﺻﻮﺗﻴﺎ.
• ﺍﻟﺮﺟﺎء ﺍﻟﺘﺄﻛﺪ ﻣﻦ ﺃﻧﻚ ﻗﺪ ﻭﺍﻓﻘﺖ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺃﻥ ﺗﻜﻮﻥ ﻫﺬﻩ ﺍﻟﻤﻘﺎﺑﻠﺔ ﻣﺴﺠﻠﺔ
• ﺍﻟﺮﺟﺎء ﺍﻟﺘﺄﻛﺪ ﻣﻦ ﺃﻧﻚ ﻗﺪ ﻗﺮﺃﺕ ﻭﻓﻬﻤﺖ ﺳﺮﻳﺔ ﺍﻻﺗﻔﺎﻗﻴﺔ " ﺍﻟﻤﻘﺎﺑﻠﺔ ".
• ﻣﻦ ﻓﻀﻠﻚ ﻛﻢ ﻋﻤﺮﻙ؟
• ﻣﻦ ﻓﻀﻠﻚ ﻣﺎ ﺟﻨﺴﻚ؟
• ﻣﻦ ﻓﻀﻠﻚ ﻣﺎ ﻫﻲ ﺟﻨﺴﻴﺘﻚ؟

ﺟﺰء ﺏ .ﻭﺻﻒ ﺍﻟﺤﻴﺎﺓ ﺍﻟﻴﻮﻣﻴﺔ ﻭﺍﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻌﻴﺔ.
• ﻛﻴﻒ ﻛﻨﺖ ﺗﻘﻀﻲ ﻣﻌﻈﻢ ﻭﻗﺘﻚ؟
• ﻫﻞ ﺃﻧﺖ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﻤﺪﺭﺳﺔ؟ ﻫﻞ ﺍﻟﻤﺪﺭﺳﺔ ﻣﻘﺴﻤﺔ ﺇﻟﻰ ﻓﺘﺮﺗﻴﻦ " ﺻﺒﺎﺣﻲ ﻣﺴﺎﺋﻲ" ؟ ﺇﺫﺍ ﻛﺎﻥ ﺍﻷﻣﺮ ﻛﺬﻟﻚ ،ﺃﻱ ﻓﺘﺮﺓ ﻛﻨﺖ ﺗﺤﻀﺮ؟
•ﻫﻞ ﺗﻌﻤﻞ؟
• ﻛﻴﻒ ﻛﻨﺖ ﺗﻘﻀﻲ ﻣﻌﻈﻢ ﻭﻭﻗﺖ ﻓﺮﺍﻏﻚ؟
• ﺻﻒ ﻟﻲ ،ﻣﺎ ﺗﻔﻜﺮ ﺑﻪ ﺗﺠﺎﻩ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ؟
• ﻫﻞ ﻣﻌﻈﻢ ﺍﻷﻓﺮﺍﺩ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ ﻣﻦ ﻧﻔﺲ ﺟﻨﺴﻴﻚ؟
ﺟﺰء ﺝ :ﺍﻟﺘﺼﻮﺭﺍﺕ ﺍﻟﻤﺒﺎﺷﺮﺓ ﻋﻦ ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻣﺔ
• ﻛﻴﻒ ﺗﻌﺮﻑ ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻣﺔ؟
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• ﻫﻞ ﺗﻌﺮﻳﻔﻚ ﻟﻠﺴﻼﻣﺔ ﻳﺘﻐﻴﺮ ﺑﺘﻐﻴﺮ ﺍﻟﻤﻜﺎﻥ ؟
 ﻣﺎ ﺍﻟﺬﻱ ﻳﺠﻌﻠﻚ ﺗﺸﻌﺮ ﺑﺎﻷﻣﺎﻥ ﺃﻭ ﺑﻌﺪﻣﻪ؟
• ﻫﻞ ﻫﻨﺎﻙ ﺃﻣﺎﻛﻦ ﺃﻭ ﺃﻧﺸﻄﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ ﺗﺠﻌﻠﻚ ﺗﺸﻌﺮ ﺃﻛﺜﺮ ﺃﻭ ﺃﻗﻞ ً
ﺃﻣﻨﺎ ﻣﻦ ﻏﻴﺮﻫﺎ؟
 ﻫﻞ ﺃﻱ ﻣﻦ ﺗﻠﻚ ﺍﻟﺘﻐﻴﺮﺍﺕ ﺗﻌﺘﻤﺪ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺍﻟﻮﻗﺖ ،ﺃﻭ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻭﺟﻮﺩﻙ ﻣﻊ ﺃﺷﺨﺎﺹ ﺁﺧﺮﻳﻦ؟
 ﻫﻞ ﺃﻱ ﻣﻦ ﺗﻠﻚ ﺍﻟﺘﻐﻴﺮﺍﺕ ﺗﻌﺘﻤﺪ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻭﺟﻮﺩﻙ ﻭﺣﻴﺪﺍ ﺃﻭ ﺗﻌﺘﻤﺪ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺍﻟﻨﺎﺱ ﺍﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻛﻨﺖ ﻣﻌﻬﻢ ؟
• ﻫﻞ ﺗﺸﻌﺮ ﺃﻥ ﺍﻟﺴﻔﺮ ﺁﻣﻦ ﻓﻲ ﺟﻤﻴﻊ ﺃﻧﺤﺎء ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺘﻚ؟
 ﻫﻞ ﺗﻠﻚ ﺍﻟﻤﺸﺎﻋﺮ ﺑﺎﻵﻣﺎﻥ ﺗﺆﺛﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻛﻴﻔﻴﺔ ﻗﻀﺎء ﻭﻗﺘﻚ؟
• ﻫﻞ ﺗﺸﻌﺮ ﺃﻥ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ ﻭﺣﺪﺓ ﻭﺍﺣﺪﺓ ﻣﺘﻤﺎﺳﻜﺔ ﺃﻡ ﺃﻧﻪ ﻣﻘﺴﻢ ﺑﻄﺮﻳﻘﺔ ﻣﺎ؟
 ﺇﺫﺍ ﻛﻨﺖ ﺗﺸﻌﺮ ﺃﻧﻪ ﻣﻘﺴﻢ ،ﻛﻴﻒ ﻳﺆﺛﺮ ﻫﺬﺍ ﺍﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ﻋﻠﻴﻚ؟
• ﻫﻞ ﻫﻨﺎﻙ ﺃﻣﺎﻛﻦ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ ﺣﻴﺚ ﻛﻨﺖ ﺗﺸﻌﺮ ﺃﻥ ﺍﻟﺘﻮﺗﺮ ﺃﻭ ﺍﻟﺼﺮﺍﻉ ﻓﻴﻬﺎ ﺃﻛﺜﺮ؟
 ﺇﺫﺍ ﻛﺎﻥ ﺍﻷﻣﺮ ﻛﺬﻟﻚ ،ﻓﻲ ﺭﺃﻳﻚ ﻣﺎ ﺃﺳﺒﺎﺏ ﺫﻟﻚ؟
 ﻫﻞ ﻫﻨﺎﻙ ﺃﻣﺎﻛﻦ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ ﺣﻴﺚ ﻛﻨﺖ ﺗﺸﻌﺮ ﺃﻧﺎ ﺍﻟﺘﻮﺗﺮ ﺃﻭ ﺍﻟﺼﺮﺍﻉ ﻓﻴﻬﺎ ﺃﻗﻞ؟
 ﺇﺫﺍ ﻛﺎﻥ ﺍﻷﻣﺮ ﻛﺬﻟﻚ ،ﻓﻲ ﺭﺃﻳﻚ ﻣﺎ ﺃﺳﺒﺎﺏ ﺫﻟﻚ؟
• ﻫﻞ ﺗﻌﺮﺿﺖ ﺃﻧﺖ ﺃﻭ ﺃﻱ ﺷﺨﺺ ﺗﻌﺮﻓﻪ ﻻﻋﺘﺪﺍء ﺟﺴﺪﻱ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ؟
 ﻫﻞ ﺃﻧﺖ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺍﺳﺘﻌﺪﺍﺩ ﻟﺘﺤﺪﺛﻨﻲ ﻋﻦ ﺫﻟﻚ؟
 ﻣﺎﺫﺍ ﻛﺎﻥ ﺭﺃﻳﻚ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺴﺎﺭ ﺍﻟﺼﺮﺍﻉ؟
• ﻫﻞ ﺍﺧﺘﺒﺮﺕ ﺃﻧﺖ ﺃﻭ ﺃﻱ ﺷﺨﺺ ﺗﻌﺮﻓﻪ ﻣﻀﺎﻳﻘﺎﺕ " ﻧﻔﺴﻴﺔ  ،ﻛﻼﻣﻴﺔ " ﻓﻲ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ؟
 ﻣﺎﺫﺍ ﻛﺎﻥ ﺭﺃﻳﻚ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺴﺎﺭ ﺍﻟﺼﺮﺍﻉ؟
• ﻛﻴﻒ ﻳﺘﻌﺎﻣﻞ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﻌﺎﺩﺓ ﻣﻊ ﺍﻟﺼﺮﺍﻉ ﺍﻟﺬﻱ ﻳﻨﺸﺄ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺘﻚ؟
 ﻣﺎ ﻫﻲ ﺃﻓﻜﺎﺭﻙ ﺣﻮﻝ ﻛﻴﻔﻴﺔ ﺍﻟﺘﻌﺎﻣﻞ ﻣﻊ ﻫﺬﻩ ﺍﻟﺼﺮﺍﻋﺎﺕ؟ ﻫﻞ ﻟﺪﻯ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ ﺃﻱ ﺑﺮﺍﻣﺞ ﻣﺼﻤﻤﺔ ﻟﻤﻨﻊ ﺍﻟﺼﺮﺍﻉ؟
• ﻛﻴﻒ ﺗﻔﻜﺮ ﺃﻥ ﻣﻮﻇﻔﻲ ﺍﻟﻤﻨﻈﻤﺎﺕ ﻏﻴﺮ ﺍﻟﺤﻜﻮﻣﻴﺔ ﻳﻌﺮﻓﻮﻥ ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻣﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ؟
• ﻛﻴﻒ ﺗﻔﻜﺮ ﺃﻥ ﺍﻟﺸﺮﻃﺔ ﺗﻌﺮﻑ ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻣﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ؟
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ﺟﺰء ﺩ .ﺍﻟﺘﺼﻮﺭﺍﺕ ﻏﻴﺮ ﺍﻟﻤﺒﺎﺷﺮﺓ ﻟﻠﺴﻼﻣﺔ
• ﻫﻞ ﺗﺸﻌﺮ ﺑﺎﻟﺘﻘﺪﻳﺮ ﻭﺍﻻﻧﺪﻣﺎﺝ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ؟
• ﻫﻞ ﻫﻨﺎﻙ ﻓﻌﺎﻟﻴﺎﺕ ﻭﺑﺮﺍﻣﺞ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ )ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﻤﺪﺭﺳﺔ ،ﻓﻲ ﺑﺮﺍﻣﺞ ﻣﺎ ﺑﻌﺪ ﺍﻟﻤﺪﺭﺳﺔ ،ﻭﺍﻟﻤﻨﺎﺳﺒﺎﺕ ﺍﻻﺟﺘﻤﺎﻋﻴﺔ( ﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﺑﻔﺌﺘﻚ
ﺍﻟﻌﻤﺮﻳﺔ؟
• ﻫﻞ ﻫﻨﺎﻙ ﻓﻌﺎﻟﻴﺎﺕ ﺃﻭ ﺑﺮﺍﻣﺞ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ ﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﺑﺠﻨﺴﻚ " ﺫﻛﻮﺭ ،ﺇﻧﺎﺙ "؟
• ﻫﻞ ﻫﻨﺎﻙ ﻓﻌﺎﻟﻴﺎﺕ ﻭﺑﺮﺍﻣﺞ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ ﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﺑﺜﻘﺎﻓﺘﻚ؟
• ﻫﻞ ﻫﻨﺎﻙ ﺃﻣﺎﻛﻦ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ ﺗﻜﻮﻥ ﻓﻴﻬﺎ ﻗﺎﺩﺭﺍً ﻋﻠﻰ ﻗﻀﺎء ﺑﻌﺾ ﺍﻟﻮﻗﺖ ﻣﻊ ﺃﺻﺪﻗﺎﺋﻚ؟
• ﻣﺎﺫﺍ ﺗﺘﻮﻗﻊ  ،ﺗﺘﺄﻣﻞ ﻟﻨﻔﺴﻚ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﻤﺴﺘﻘﺒﻞ؟
• ﻫﻞ ﺗﻌﺘﻘﺪ ﺃﻥ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ ﻳﻮﻓﺮ ﻟﻚ ﺍﻷﺷﻴﺎء ﺍﻟﺘﻲ ﺳﺘﺴﺎﻋﺪﻙ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﻮﺻﻮﻝ ﺇﻟﻰ ﺗﺤﻘﻴﻖ ﺃﻫﺪﺍﻓﻚ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﻤﺴﺘﻘﺒﻞ؟
• ﻫﻞ ﺗﻌﺘﻘﺪ ﺃﻥ ﻣﺎ ﻳﺘﻤﻨﺎﻩ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ ﻟﻚ ،ﻭﺗﺘﻤﻨﺎﻩ ﻟﻨﻔﺴﻚ ﻣﺘﺸﺎﺑﻪ؟
• ﻫﻞ ﺗﺸﻌﺮ ﺑﺄﻥ ﻟﺪﻳﻚ ﺷﺒﻜﺔ ﻋﻼﻗﺎﺕ ﺩﺍﻋﻤﺔ ﻗﻮﻳﺔ؟
• ﻣﻦ ﻫﻢ ﺃﻋﻀﺎء ﺷﺒﻜﺔ ﻋﻼﻗﺎﺗﻚ ؟ ﻫﻞ ﻫﻢ ﻋﺎﺋﻠﺘﻚ ،ﺃﺻﺪﻗﺎﺅﻙ ،ﺃﻡ ﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻤﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﻤﺪﺭﺳﺔ؟
• ﺇﻟﻰ ﻣﻦ ﺳﺘﺬﻫﺐ ﺇﺫﺍ ﺷﻌﺮﺕ ﺑﻌﺪﻡ ﺍﻵﻣﺎﻥ؟
 .ﻣﺎ ﺍﻟﻔﺮﺹ ﺍﻟﻤﺘﺎﺣﺔ ﻟﻚ ﻟﻠﻤﺸﺎﺭﻛﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻗﺮﺍﺭﺍﺕ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻚ ﺍﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺆﺛﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﻴﺎﺗﻚ؟

ﺟﺰء ﻫـ  :ﺍﻷﺳﺌﻠﺔ ﺍﻟﺨﺘﺎﻣﻴﺔ
• ﻫﻞ ﻫﻨﺎﻙ ﺃﻱ ﺷﻲء ﺁﺧﺮ ﺗﻌﺘﻘﺪ ﺃﻧﻪ ﻣﻦ ﺍﻟﻤﻬﻢ ﺃﻥ ﺃﻋﺮﻓﻪ ؟
•ﻫﻞ ﻟﺪﻳﻚ ﺃﻱ ﺃﺳﺌﻠﺔ ﻟﻲ؟
• ﻫﻞ ﻫﻨﺎﻙ ﺃﻱ ﺷﻲء ﻗﻠﺘﻪ ﻟﻲ ﺧﻼﻝ ﺍﻟﻤﻘﺎﺑﻠﺔ ﺗﺮﻏﺐ ﻓﻲ ﺣﺬﻓﻪ ﻣﻦ ﺍﻟﺘﺴﺠﻴﻞ؟
• ﻫﻞ ﺗﺮﻏﺐ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻌﺮﻓﺔ ﻧﺘﺎﺋﺞ ﻫﺬﻩ ﺍﻟﺪﺭﺍﺳﺔ ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ ﻳﺘﻢ ﺍﻻﻧﺘﻬﺎء ﻣﻦ ﺫﻟﻚ.
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Informed Consent Form
1. Information about research
The purpose of this research is to understanding of the way Jordanian and refugee adolescents define
safety and perceive the safety of their community. The results of this study will hopefully provide a
stronger understanding of how well the safety concerns of adolescents in Jordan are being met.
This research is being done as a requirement of the SIT Jordan: Health and Community Development
study abroad program. The results of the research will be available on the Internet and may be used in
the future for other research purposes.
2. Confidentiality and anonymity
The identity of participants will be protected in the reporting and analysis of the data. Participant’s
responses will remain anonymous. Only the interpreter and Katie will have access to the raw data.
Tape recordings will be stored for no more than one month until they are transcribed, and then the
recordings will be destroyed. Completed surveys will similarly be destroyed once the data is input to
the computer. All data will be stored on a passwordprotected computer.
3. Participant rights
Participation in this study should be completely voluntary. Absolutely no repercussions will result
from an individual refusing to participate or a participant pulling their responses from the study. The
success of the study relies heavily on the participant’s willingness to participate and the voluntary
nature of participation.
Participants have the right to withdraw responses at any point in the analysis process. Participants have
the right to refuse to answer any question asked in the indepth interview. Participants also have the
right to skip any questions in the questionnaire or terminate their participation at any time.

4. Statement on SIT official human subject policy
In an endeavor to uphold the ethical standards of all SIT ISP proposals, this study has been reviewed
and approved by a Local Review Board or SIT Institutional Review Board. If at any time, you feel
that you are at risk or exposed to unreasonable harm, you may terminate and stop the interview.
Please take some time to carefully read the statements provided below.
a. Privacy 

all information you present in this interview may be recorded and safeguarded. If
you do not want the information recorded, you need to let the interviewer know.
b. Anonymity 

all names in this study will be kept anonymous unless the participant chooses
otherwise.
.

Confidentiality 
 all names will remain completely confidential and fully protected by the
interviewer. By signing below, you give the interviewer full responsibility to uphold this
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contract and its contents. The interviewer will also sign a copy of this contract and give it to
the participant.
5. Acknowledgement of informed consent
By signing below you are consenting to the use of your responses to indepth interview and/or survey
questions in a research study on adolescents perception of safety in Jordanian. You are also
recognizing that data from this study may be used in future studies on similar topics. Furthermore, you
are acknowledging full understanding of your rights while participating in this study.
Parent’s Signature:
Signature

Date

Participant Signature
Signature

Date

6. Acknowledgement of confidentiality
By signing below you are committing yourself to keeping the information provided by study
participants confidential in all circumstances. This includes their identities, their responses to
questions, and any other identifying information.

Signature of interview administrator

Signature of translator

Date

Date
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ﻧﻤﻮﺫﺝ ﻣﻮﺍﻓﻘﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺍﻟﻤﺸﺎﺭﻛﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺑﺤﺚ
 .1ﻣﻌﻠﻮﻣﺎﺕ ﻋﻦ ﺍﻟﺒﺤﺚ
ﺍﻟﻬﺪﻑ ﻣﻦ ﻫﺬﺍ ﺍﻟﺒﺤﺚ ﻫﻮ ﻓﻬﻢ ﺍﻟﻄﺮﻳﻘﺔ ﺍﻟﺘﻲ ﻳﺤﺪﺩ ﻓﻴﻬﺎ ﺍﻟﻤﺮﺍﻫﻘﻴﻦ ﻣﻔﻬﻮﻡ ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻣﺔ ﻭﻣﺎ ﻫﻮ ﻣﻨﻈﻮﺭ ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻣﺔ ﻓﻲ
ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻬﻢ .ﻭﻧﺄﻣﻞ ﺃﻥ ﺗﻜﻮﻥ ﻧﺘﺎﺋﺞ ﻫﺬﻩ ﺍﻟﺪﺭﺍﺳﺔ ﺗﺴﺎﻫﻢ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻮﻓﻴﺮ ﻓﻬﻢ ﺃﻓﻀﻞ ﻋﻦ ﻣﺪﻯ ﺍﻻﻫﺘﻤﺎﻡ ﺑﺴﻼﻣﺔ
ﺍﻟﻤﺮﺍﻫﻘﻴﻦ ﺍﻟﺘﻲ ﻳﺘﻢ ﺗﻮﻓﻴﺮﻫﺎ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻷﺭﺩﻥ.
ﻫﺪﻑ ﺍﻟﺒﺤــــــــﺚ:
ﻳﻌﺘﺒﺮ ﻫﺬﺍ ﺍﻟﺒﺤﺚ ﺃﺣﺪ ﻣﺘﻄﻠﺒﺎﺕ ﻣﺆﺳﺴﺔ ﺍﻟﺘﻌﻠﻢ ﺍﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻴﺔ ﺍﻷﻣﺮﻳﻜﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻷﺭﺩﻥ :ﺩﺭﺍﺳﺎﺕ ﻋﺎﻣﻪ ﺣﻮﻝ ﺍﻟﺼﺤﺔ
ﻭﺗﻨﻤﻴﺔ ﺍﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ.
ﻧﺘﺎﺋﺞ ﻫﺬﺍ ﺍﻟﺒﺤﺚ ﺳﺘﻜﻮﻥ ﻣﺘﻮﻓﺮﺓ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺷﺒﻜﺔ ﺍﻟﺘﻮﺍﺻﻞ ) ﺍﻻﻧﺘﺮﻧﺖ( ,ﻭ ﻣﻦ ﺍﻟﻤﻤﻜﻦ ﺃﻥ ﺗﺴﺘﺨﺪﻡ ﻫﺬﻩ ﺍﻟﻨﺘﺎﺋﺞ ﻓﻲ
ﺍﻟﻤﺴﺘﻘﺒﻞ ﻷﻏﺮﺍﺽ ﺑﺤﺜﻴﺔ ﺃﺧﺮﻯ.

 :2ﺍﻟﺨﺼﻮﺻﻴﺔ ﻭﺍﻟﺴﺮﻳﺔ:
ﻻ ﺍﻟﺒﺎﺣﺜﺔ ﻧﻔﺴﻬﺎ.
ﻛﻞ ﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻮﻣﺎﺕ ﺍﻟﺘﻲ ﺳﻴﺘﻢ ﺟﻤﻌﻬﺎ ﺳﺘﻌﺎﻣﻞ ﺑﺴﺮﻳﺔ ﺗﺎﻣﺔ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ ﺍﻟﺒﺎﺣﺜﺔ ﻭﻟﻦ ﻳﻄﻠﻊ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺍﻟﺒﻴﺎﻧﺎﺕ ﺇ ّ
ِ
ﺑﺎﻹﺿﺎﻓﺔ ﺇﻟﻰ ﺫﻟﻚ ﺳﻴﺘﻢ ﺇﺗﻼﻑ ﺍﻟﺒﻴﺎﻧﺎﺕ ﻓﻮﺭ ﺍﻻﻧﺘﻬﺎء ﻣﻦ ﺍﻟﺪﺭﺍﺳﺔ ﻭﺗﺤﻠﻴﻞ ﺍﻟﻨﺘﺎﺋﺞ.
 :3ﺣﻘﻮﻕ ﺍﻟﻤﺸﺎﺭﻛﻴﻦ:
ﺍﻟﻤﺸﺎﺭﻛﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﺒﺤﺚ ﻃﻮﻋﻴﺔ ﻭﺑﻤﺤﺾ ﺍﺧﺘﻴﺎﺭﻙ.ﻻ ﻳﺘﻄﻠﺐ ﺍﻻﺷﺘﺮﺍﻙ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﺒﺤﺚ ﺫﻛﺮ ﺍﻻﺳﻢ ﺃﻭ ﻣﺎ ﻳﺪﻝ ﻋﻠﻴﻪ ﻭﻣﻬﻤﺎ
ﻛﺎﻧﺖ ﺇﺟﺎﺑﺘﻚ ﺃﻭ ﺭﺃﻳﻚ ﻓﺎﻥ ﻫﺬﻩ ﺍﻹﺟﺎﺑﺎﺕ ﻭﺍﻵﺭﺍء ﻟﻦ ﺗﺆﺛﺮ ﺑﺄﻱ ﺷﻜﻞ ﻛﺎﻥ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻭﺿﻌﻚ .ﻛﻤﺎ ﺍﻧﻪ ﻟﺪﻳﻚ ﺍﻟﺤﻖ ﺑﻌﺪﻡ
ﺍﻟﻤﺸﺎﺭﻛﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﺒﺤﺚ ﺇﻥ ﺷﺌﺖ ،ﻭﺇﺫﺍ ﻣﺎ ﻏﻴﺮﺕ ﺭﺃﻳﻚ ﻭﻗﺮﺭﺕ ﺍﻻﻧﺴﺤﺎﺏ ﺑﻌﺪ ﺍﻟﻤﺸﺎﺭﻛﺔ ﻓﻴﻤﻜﻨﻚ ﺍﻻﻧﺴﺤﺎﺏ ﻛﺬﻟﻚ.
ﻭﻣﻦ ﺣﻘﻚ ﺭﻓﺾ ﺍﻟﺴﻤﺎﺡ ﻟﻠﺒﺎﺣﺜﺔ ﺑﺎﺳﺘﺨﺪﺍﻡ ﺑﻴﺎﻧﺎﺕ ﺍﻟﺪﺭﺍﺳﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺃﻱ ﺩﺭﺍﺳﺎﺕ ﺃﺧﺮﻯ ﺳﺘﻘﻮﻡ ﺑﻬﺎ ﺍﻟﺒﺎﺣﺜﺔ
ﺍﻟﺮﺋﻴﺴﻴﺔ.

 :4ﺍﻟﻤﻌﺎﻳﻴﺮ ﺍﻷﺧﻼﻗﻴﺔ ﻟﻤﺆﺳﺴﺔ ﺍﻟﺘﻌﻠﻢ ﺍﻷﻣﺮﻳﻜﻴﺔ:
ﺃ .ﺍﻟﺨﺼﻮﺻﻴﺔ  -ﻛﻞ ﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻮﻣﺎﺕ ﺳﻴﺘﻢ ﺗﺴﺠﻴﻠﻬﺎ ﻭﺣﻤﺎﻳﺘﻬﺎ ﻛﻤﺎ ﺳﺘﻌﺎﻣﻞ ﺑﺴﺮﻳﺔ ﺗﺎﻣﺔ ,ﻣﻦ ﺣﻘﻚ ﺭﻓﺾ ﺗﺴﺠﻴﻞ
ﺍﻟﻤﻘﺎﺑﻠﺔ ﻭﺫﻟﻚ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼﻝ ﺍﻟﺒﺎﺣﺚ ﺍﻟﺮﺋﻴﺴﻲ.
ﺏ .ﻋﺪﻡ ﺍﻟﻜﺸﻒ ﻋﻦ ﺍﻟﻬﻮﻳﺔ  -ﻻ ﻳﺘﻄﻠﺐ ﺍﻻﺷﺘﺮﺍﻙ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﺒﺤﺚ ﺫﻛﺮ ﺍﻻﺳﻢ ﺍﻭ ﻣﺎ ﻳﺪﻝ ﻋﻠﻴﻪ ﺇﻻ ﺇﺫﺍ ﺍﺧﺘﺎﺭ ﺍﻟﻤﺸﺎﺭﻙ
ﺧﻼﻑ ﺫﻟﻚ.
ﺝ .ﺍﻟﺴﺮﻳﺔ  -ﺇﻥ ﺟﻤﻴﻊ ﺍﻷﺳﻤﺎء ﺳﺘﺒﻘﻰ ﺳﺮﻳﺔ ﺗﻤﺎﻣﺎ ﻭﻣﺤﻤﻴﺔ ﺑﺎﻟﻜﺎﻣﻞ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ ﺍﻟﺒﺎﺣﺜﺔ.
ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼﻝ ﺍﻟﺘﻮﻗﻴﻊ ﺃﺩﻧﺎﻩ ،ﻓﺈﻧﻚ ﺗﻌﻄﻲ ﺍﻟﺒﺎﺣﺜﺔ ﺍﻟﻤﺴﺆﻭﻟﻴﺔ ﺍﻟﻜﺎﻣﻠﺔ ﻟﺤﻔﻆ ﻫﺬﺍ ﺍﻟﻌﻘﺪ ﻭﻣﺤﺘﻮﻳﺎﺗﻪ .ﻛﻤﺎ ﺳﻴﺘﻢ ﺗﻮﻗﻴﻊ ﻧﺴﺨﺔ
ﻣﻦ ﻫﺬﺍ ﺍﻟﻌﻘﺪ ﻭﺇﻋﻄﺎﺋﻬﺎ ﻟﻠﻤﺸﺎﺭﻙ.

 .ﺇﻗﺮﺍﺭ ﻣﻮﺍﻓﻘﺔ:
5
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ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼﻝ ﺍﻟﺘﻮﻗﻴﻊ ﺃﺩﻧﺎﻩ ،ﻓﺈﻧﻚ ﺗﻮﺍﻓﻖ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺍﺳﺘﺨﺪﺍﻡ ﺭﺩﻭﺩﻙ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺃﺳﺌﻠﺔ ﺍﻻﺳﺘﻄﻼﻉ ﻓﻲ ﺩﺭﺍﺳﺔ ﺑﺤﺜﻴﺔ ﺑﻌﻨﻮﺍﻥ
)ﺗﺼﻮﺭ ﺍﻟﻤﺮﺍﻫﻘﻴﻦ ﻟﻠﺴﻼﻣﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻷﺭﺩﻥ( .ﻛﻤﺎ ﺃﻥ ﺗﻮﻗﻴﻌﻚ ﻳﻌﻨﻲ ﺃﻧﻚ ﻻ ﺗﻤﺎﻧﻊ ﺑﺎﺳﺘﺨﺪﺍﻡ ﺭﺩﻭﺩﻙ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺃﺳﺌﻠﺔ
ﺍﻻﺳﺘﻄﻼﻉ ﺧﻼﻝ ﻫﺬﻩ ﺍﻟﺪﺭﺍﺳﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺩﺭﺍﺳﺎﺕ ﻣﺴﺘﻘﺒﻠﻴﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻮﺍﺿﻴﻊ ﻣﻤﺎﺛﻠﺔ  .ﻭﻋﻼﻭﺓ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺫﻟﻚ ،ﺗﻮﻗﻴﻌﻚ ﻳﻌﻨﻲ
ﻓﻬﻤﻚ ﺍﻟﻜﺎﻣﻞ ﻟﺤﻘﻮﻗﻚ ﺃﺛﻨﺎء ﺍﻟﻤﺸﺎﺭﻛﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻫﺬﻩ ﺍﻟﺪﺭﺍﺳﺔ.
 ---ﻧﻌﻢ ﻻ ----ﺃﻭﺍﻓﻖ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﺴﺠﻴﻞ ﺍﻟﻤﻘﺎﺑﻠﺔ ﻋﻠﻤﺎ ﺑﺎﻥ ﺍﻟﻤﻘﺎﺑﻠﺔ ﺳﻴﺘﻢ ﺇﺗﻼﻓﻬﺎ ﺧﻼﻝ ﺷﻬﺮ ﻋﻨﺪ ﺍﻻﻧﺘﻬﺎء ﻣﻦ ﺗﺤﻠﻴﻞﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻮﻣﺎﺕ.

ﺗﻮﻗﻴﻊ ﻭﻟﻲ ﺍﻣﺮ ﺍﻟﻤﺸــــــــــــــﺎﺭﻙ____________ ﺍﻟﺘﺎﺭﻳﺦ________________:

ﺗﻮﻗﻴﻊ ﺍﻟﻤﺸــــــــــــــﺎﺭﻙ_______________ ﺍﻟﺘﺎﺭﻳﺦ________________:
 .6ﺇﻗﺮﺍﺭ ﺳﺮﻳﺔ:
ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼﻝ ﺍﻟﺘﻮﻗﻴﻊ ﺃﺩﻧﺎﻩ ﻓﺈﻧﻚ ﻣﻠﺘﺰﻡ ﺑﺤﻔﻆ ﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻮﻣﺎﺕ ﺍﻟﻤﻘﺪﻣﺔ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ ﺍﻟﻤﺸﺎﺭﻛﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﺪﺭﺍﺳﺔ ﺑﺴﺮﻳﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺟﻤﻴﻊ
ﺍﻷﺣﻮﺍﻝ .ﻭﻫﺬﺍ ﻳﺸﻤﻞ ﻫﻮﻳﺎﺗﻬﻢ ،ﺃﺟﻮﺑﺘﻬﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺍﻷﺳﺌﻠﺔ ،ﺃﻭ ﺃﻱ ﻣﻌﻠﻮﻣﺎﺕ ﺃﺧﺮﻯ.

ﺗﻮﻗﻴﻊ ﺍﻟﺒﺎﺣﺜﺔ__________________ ﺍﻟﺘﺎﺭﻳﺦ______________________:

ﺗﻮﻗﻴﻊ ﺍﻟﻤﺘﺮﺟﻤﺔ__________________ﺍﻟﺘﺎﺭﻳﺦ______________________
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